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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The counties of San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz, California, with funding from
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Planning and Evaluation (ASPE), initiated a study to provide areliable depiction of the
circumstances of families leaving or “informally diverted” from the California Work
Opportunities and Responsibility to Kids program (CalWORKS), California s version of TANF.
In conjunction with other ASPE-funded projects, this study will improve our understanding of
the circumstances of low-income families who are former, current, or potential welfare
recipients. This report examines the circumstances of three specific groups of familiesin the

three counties:

* WeélfareL eavers—familiesleaving Cdl WORKSs in the fourth quarter of 1998,
and remaining off aid at least two consecutive months;

* Informally Diverted —families denied cash aid for one of a specific set of non-
financia reasons™in the fourth quarter of 1998, and not receiving cash aid for at
least two consecutive months following denial; and

* Recipients of Housing Assistance — families with children receiving housing
assistance in January 1999.%' (This group may include welfare leavers, informally
diverted families, and current cash aid recipients.)

We report outcomes for these families using county and state administrative data and three
waves of survey data collected approximately 6, 12, and 18 months after exit or diversion from
aid.

This report has three main goals. Thefirst isto assess the changes in circumstances of

our three groups of families over the course of the three survey rounds. The second objectiveis

! This population consists of families who were recorded in the county administrative systems as being denied aid
because they did not comply with the requirements of the application process, they formally withdrew their
application, or they did not complete their application. Because of difficulties obtaining information on the reason
for denial of cash aid in Santa Cruz County, our study population of informally diverted applicantsis limited to San
Mateo and Santa Clara counties.

2 The study population of housing-assistance families was drawn from San Mateo and Santa Clara counties.
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to use the survey data to assess the validity and usefulness of administrative datain examining
the circumstances of these families. Thisis significant from a cost standpoint, in that
administrative data are potentially much less costly to collect and analyze than information
derived from survey data collection efforts. Our third goal isto develop, through the use of
administrative data that are readily available to county staff at exit or diversion, profiles of those
families at greatest risk of encountering problems after leaving, or being diverted from,
CaWORKSs. Below we highlight the most significant findings, and comment on their policy
implications where appropriate.
Key Findings

Conditions are improving for the leavers and the informally diverted families. Perhaps
the most important conclusion to be drawn from this report is that conditions generally improved
for leavers and the informally diverted over the 18-month follow-up period. Exhibit E-1
provides a summary picture of the changesin circumstances between the first and third survey
rounds, covering selected measures of income, employment, and well-being. It shows that more
of these conditions improved than deteriorated over the period. In the most comprehensive
measure of family income — household income relative to the poverty level —all three groups of
families improved significantly, with the median moving from below the federal poverty
threshold to above that benchmark. In addition, enrollment in ClWORKSs (recidivism in the
case of leavers) went down. In spite of these improvements, however, about 20 percent of the
families were very poor (below 70 percent of the poverty line) at the time of the third interview.

Trendsin the awareness and use of “transitional” assistance are positive, but indicate
room for further improvement. The use of Food Stamps declined among the one-parent and

informally diverted families, but there was improvement in measures related to access. For
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Exhibit E-1

Changesin Selected Measures of | ncome, Employment, and Well-Being

Measure

One-Parent Leavers
Earned Income

Household Income Relative to Poverty
Respondent Employed

Household Had Earnings

CaWORKs Recidivism

First Interview to Third Interview

Better About the Same

ANRNEN

Health Insurance — Respondent

Health Insurance — Child

Food Insecurity
Housing Quality
Housing Crowding
Excessive Rent
Substance Abuse
Domestic Violence
Two-Parent Leavers
Earned Income

Household Income Relative to Poverty
Respondent Employed

Household Had Earnings

CaWORKs Recidivism

AN NN

AN

Health Insurance — Respondent

Health Insurance — Child

Food Insecurity
Housing Quality
Housing Crowding
Excessive Rent
Substance Abuse
Domestic Violence
Informally Diverted
Earned Income

Household Income Relative to Poverty
Respondent Employed

Household Had Earnings

CalWORK s Recidivism

S

ANANEN

Health Insurance — Respondent

Health Insurance — Child

Food Insecurity
Housing Quality
Housing Crowding
Excessive Rent
Substance Abuse
Domestic Violence

ANANENEN

Worse

AN

AN




example, there was a decline in the proportion of households that experienced food insecurity
and which appeared to be eligible for Food Stamps but were not receiving them. Health
insurance coverage declined for some of the survey groups, as reductions in Medi-Cal enrollment
were only partly offset by increases in private coverage. There was atrend toward greater
awareness of the Earned Income Tax Credit. Nevertheless, a significant percentage of
respondents — even among househol ds with earnings — indicated that they were not aware of the
tax credit. Thissuggests the need for policies to facilitate the provision of information about the
EITC, not only for families on CalWORK s but also for applicants who do not go on to receive
cash assistance.

After 18 months, two-parent leavers were somewhat better off than one-parent leavers
and the informally diverted families. Exhibit E-2 compares outcomes at the 18-month
interview. While two-parent leavers were better off on most measures, they were much more
likely to be living in crowded housing conditions and paying excessive rent (in relation to their
incomes). On the key measure of household income relative to poverty, the differences among
the three survey groups were small.

In comparing administrative data with our survey responses, we found that in some
areas, administrative data do not accurately reflect outcomes. In examining the receipt of cash
ad (CadWORKS) and Food Stamps, we found that administrative data are accurate initially but
the degree of accuracy declines over time, probably because of changes in the composition of the

&l

household relative to the original CaWORK s assistance unit.* We also found that administrative

data accurately reflected the post-exit trend in median earnings among leavers and the informally

3 Our surveys were designed to collect data regarding the respondent’ s household, whereas the measures constructed
from administrative data are based on the recipient’s assistance unit when they left or were informally diverted from
CalWORKSs. In some cases there may be persons in arecipient’s household who are outside the original assistance
unit at the time of exit/diversion, as well as people who move into or out of the household after exit/diversion.



Exhibit E-2
Circumstances at 18 Months
L eaversand Informally Diverted

1-Parent 2-Parent Informally

Leavers Leavers Diverted
Earned Income $1500 $1640 $1600
Income Relative to Poverty 112% 115% 111%
Respondent Employed 60% 64% 50%
Household Had Earnings 2% 85% 78%
CaWORKSs Recidivism 21% 10% 20%
Respondent Uninsured 18% 22% 26%
Children Uninsured 12% 14% 21%
Food Insecurity 30% 28% 29%
Substandard Housing 27% 25% 29%
Crowded Housing 23% 63% 26%
Excessive Rent 18% 32% 25%
Household Substance Abuse 7% 5% 2%
Domestic Violence 12% 5% 12%

diverted, but are less useful to measure the level of earnings. We found that administrative data
tend to underreport the proportion of households with earnings, probably due to certain types of
earnings not being reported to the Ul system, and differences in the composition of the current
household and the original exiting or diverted cash aid assistance unit.

There was more substantial disagreement between administrative and survey data on
Medi-Cal enrollment. Although thisissue warrants further research, it appears that a small but
significant number of survey respondents were unaware of their enrollment in Medi-Cal. This
points to the need for more attention to policies designed to ensure that leavers are aware of their

enrollment status when they remain enrolled in Medi-Cal after exit from CaWORKS.
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“Profiling” identifies strong relationships between characteristics at exit or diversion
and subsequent well-being outcomes. We conducted a statistical analysis that related
characteristics at exit or diversion from cash aid to six specific measures of poor outcomes at the
12-month interview: CaWORKSs recidivism, housing crowding, income below the poverty
level, absence of household earnings, food insecurity, and the absence of health insurance
coverage. For leavers, the best predictors of families that are likely to face multiple problems (at
least three of the six problems) are an absence of earnings at exit and Latino/Hispanic ethnicity.
For the informally diverted families, we found that applicants who were diverted by reason of
not complying with application process requirements or not completing the application, as
opposed to those who voluntarily withdrew their applications, were much more likely to
experience at least three of the six problems. We also found that diverted applicants whose
primary language is Spanish were more likely to experience at |least three of the six problems,
although this relationship was not statistically significant at standard confidence levels. These
techniques provide information that could be used in developing preventive policies, such as
targeted post-assistance (or post-employment) support services.

L eavers who received housing assistance at exit reported better housing outcomes —
despite having lower incomes — than leavers who did not receive such assistance. Leavers who
were receiving housing assistance when they left Cl WORKs were less likely to beliving in
substandard housing or crowded housing conditions, compared to leavers not receiving housing
assistance at exit. The housing leavers also increased their incomes significantly between the
first and second interviews, largely due to a shift from part-time to full-time employment. We
hypothesize that by improving housing conditions, housing assistance helped some welfare

leavers to increase their work activity.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Since the passage of federal welfare reform in August 1996, welfare casel oads
nationwide have experienced unprecedented declines. However, welfare reform will be judged a
success only if families who were previously dependent on welfare become more economically
self-sufficient without harming their children’ s well-being. On their own, caseload trendstell us
little about the circumstances of current and former welfare recipients. Therefore, developing a
more compl ete assessment of the impact of welfare reform, and identifying strategies to help
families achieve self-sufficiency, requires an accurate understanding of the circumstances of
families that have | eft cash assistance.

Prior to the recent efforts of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE), we had limited information about the
well-being of families affected by the replacement of Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) with the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program. To add to our
knowledge in this area, the counties of San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz, California, with
funding from San Mateo County and ASPE, initiated a study to provide areliable depiction of
the circumstances of families leaving or “informally diverted” from the California Work
Opportunities and Responsibility to Kids program (CalWORKYS), California s version of TANF.
This study has three primary objectives. (1) to examine the circumstances of families who
stopped receiving cash aid and families who applied for but did not receive cash aid; (2) to assess
the validity and usefulness of administrative datain examining the circumstances of these
“welfare leavers’ and “informally diverted” applicants by comparing administrative data with
outcomes derived from a survey data collection effort; and (3) to develop, through the use of

administrative data that are available to county staff, profiles of those families at greatest risk of



encountering problems after leaving, or being diverted from, CdWORKS. In conjunction with
other ASPE-funded projects, this study will improve our understanding of the circumstances of
low-income families who are potential, current, or former welfare recipi ents.i:I
1.1  Methodology

Study Populations. This study isfocused on three groups of familiesin San Mateo,
Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz counties:

* WeélfareL eavers—familiesleaving Cdl WORKSs in the fourth quarter of 1998,
and remaining off aid at least two consecutive months;

* Informally Diverted —families denied cash aidEIfor one of a specific set of non-
financia reasons™in the fourth quarter of 1998, and not receiving cash aid for at
least two consecutive months following denial; and

* Recipients of Housing Assistance — families with children receiving housing
assistance in January 1999.™ (This group may include welfare leavers, informally
diverted families, and current cash aid recipients.)

The specific non-financial reasons for denial of cash aid used to define the informally diverted
population included: (1) failure to comply with the requirements of the application process, (2)
withdrawal of the application by the applicant, and (3) failure to complete the application
process. The goal in selecting administrative denial reasons was to identify categories that
would be most likely to include families who were not coming on cash aid because of potential
barriers, such as the additional participation requirements associated with the CdlWORK s
program relative to the AFDC and GAIN programs that preceded it.

Administrative Data Sources. This study used county administrative data from the Case

Data System (CDS) to identify the study popul ations, to measure family demographic

! This document is the third and last in a series of three reports for this project. The first two reports are available at
the following location: http://www.sphereinstitute.org/publications.html

2 Throughout this report we will use the term “cash aid” to refer to Cal WORKS.

3 Because of difficulties obtaining information on the reason for denial of cash aid in Santa Cruz County, our study
population of informally diverted applicantsis limited to San Mateo and Santa Clara counties.

* The study population of housing-assistance families was drawn from San Mateo and Santa Clara counties.



characteristics, and, in the case of leavers and the informally diverted, to identify the
administrative reason for exit from or denial of cash aid. CDS information was also used to
measure post-exit and post-diversion receipt of public assistance within the three study counties.
State Medi-Cal Eligibility Data System (MEDS) data were used to track receipt of public
assistance elsewhere in California, outside of the three-county area. State Unemployment
Insurance Base Wage File (UIBWF) data were used to track employment and earnings. In
addition to information on post-exit aid use, employment, and earnings, MEDS and the UIBWF
provide historical information on these outcomes that were used, along with other measures of
family characteristics, to construct weights to adjust survey data for non-response.

Survey Data. A central component of our study design was the implementation of a
survey of arandom sample of familiesin our study populations. Our survey was developed in
consultation with the participating counties, and contained topical modules with questions
covering household composition, child well-being, child care, education and training,
employment, income, food security, health insurance coverage, family well-being, and welfare
experiences. The surveys were designed to take 30 to 40 minutes and were used in both CATI
and PAPI interview modes. The surveys were fielded in English, Spanish, and Vietnamese.

We pre-tested the instrument with a small group of leavers from San Mateo County who
were in the population but not in the sample. The pretest was done entirely over the phone using
both the CATI and PAPI versions, with 4 respondents for each mode. Data obtained for these
pretest sample members were not included in the analysis.

The survey respondent was almost always the mother or female caretaker of the children
in the assistance unit. Some survey questions were asked about a“focal” child. The focal child

was selected randomly from the children living with the respondent at the time of the first



interview, and from those children for which the respondent was "responsible". Note that the
focal child did not need to be the biological or adopted child of the respondent.

Surveys were conducted in three waves over an 18-month period from April 1999 to
September 2000. The survey was fielded by the Battelle Memorial Institute. Surveys were
primarily administered by telephone, with asmall percentage completed in-person. The
interviews were conducted in English (77 percent), Spanish (14 percent), and Vietnamese (9
percent). Approximately 26 percent of the interviews were completed in the first wave (6-11
months after exit/denial), 39 percent of the interviews were completed in the second wave (12-17
months after exit/denial), and 35 percent were completed in the third wave (18-23 months after
exit/denial). Averaging over al three survey waves, the mean interview time was 35 minutes.

The study included 4 main sub-populations. (1) 1-parent TANF leavers, (2) 2-parent
TANF leavers, (3) TANF applicants who were denied cash aid for one of a specific set of non-
financial reasons, and (4) recipients of housing assistance. Child-only cases were excluded from
the leaver populations. Because of data limitations, the third and fourth sub-populations were
constructed only from San Mateo and Santa Claradata. Extracts from county welfare and
housing administrative data systems were used to identify the four populations.

The leaver populations consist of families who exited TANF in October, November, or
December 1998, where the exit month is defined to be the first month of two consecutive months
in which al members of the case become inactive. That is, the exit month is the first month off
aid, not the last month on aid. We identified 2,013 familiesin the population of 1-parent leavers
and 358 families in the population of 2-parent leavers. Theinformally diverted population
consists of families who applied for TANF assistance in October, November, or December 1998,

but were denied assistance for a specific set of non-financia reasons, and did not receive TANF



assistance for at least 2 months after this application. Weidentified 517 familiesin the
population of denied applicants. The housing population consists of all families with children
receiving housing assistance in San Mateo and Santa Clara counties as of January 1999. There
were 6,475 familiesin this population.

The sampling frame for the survey consisted of al familiesin the full population of
families in each subgroup, excluding those with a primary language other than English, Spanish,
or Vietnamese. There were 1,973 casesin the 1-parent sampling frame, 319 cases in the 2-parent
sampling frame, 496 cases in the denied applicant sampling frame, and 5,115 casesin the
housing sampling frame. The cases in each sampling frame were sorted by primary language,
exit month, and an assigned random number, and the sample was chosen by a"step” method.
There were 461 cases in the 1-parent sample, 199 cases in the 2-parent sample, 105 casesin the
informally diverted sample, and 175 cases in the housing sample.

Respondent weights were constructed to weight up to the full population in each
subgroup. The weights were constructed using the following information: language, case head
ethnicity, case head age at exit/denial, number of children in the assistance unit at exit/denial, age
of youngest child in the assistance unit at exit/denial, previous cumulative time on aid at
exit/denial, earnings levelsin the year up to and including the exit/denial quarter, and
administrative reasons for exit/denial. The weights are the normalized inverse of the fitted
probability of being arespondent in the period, derived from a probit analysis.

Exhibit 1-1 describes the size of each of our study populations, the number sampled for
the purposes of our survey, and the number of interviews completed in each of the three survey
waves occurring approximately 6, 12, and 18 months after exit or diversion. It isimportant to

note that the survey outcomes presented in this report are organized by interview period, rather



than interview number. For example, when we refer to “third interview” outcomes, it is
shorthand for “third interview period,” with the results presented being a mix of first, second,
and third interviews, all occurring approximately 18 months after exit or diversi on.EI

Exhibits 1-2 through 1-5 compare the survey respondents with the popul ations from
which the samples were drawn, in terms of their demographic characteristics and earnings
outcomes. We used information on these characteristics to construct survey weights so that the
respondents more closely reflect the characteristics of the population from which they were
drawn.
1.2  Outline of Report

The remainder of thisreport is organized as follows. Chapter 2 briefly describes the
major features of welfare reform in San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz, and then examines
recent trends in economic conditions and welfare caseload dynamics in the three counties.
Chapter 3 reports changes in the circumstances of welfare leavers and informally diverted
applicants over the three interview waves. In Chapter 4, we compare survey and administrative
datain order to assess the usefulness of administrative datain examining the circumstances of
families. In Chapter 5, we develop profiles of those families at greatest risk of encountering
problems after leaving, or being diverted from, CdWORKSs. Chapter 6 examines how outcomes
for leavers receiving housing assistance differ from those for leavers who do not receive such

assistance. Finaly, Chapter 7 presents our conclusions to the report.

® We note that the 12-month report organized outcomes by interview number, presenting outcomes for first
interviews that occurred in the first and second survey rounds. Therefore, the results presented in the 12-month
report and the results presented in this report are not directly comparable.



Population

San Mateo
e l-parent Leaver
e 2-parent Leaver
e Informally Diverted
e Housing

Santa Clara
e l-parent Leaver
e 2-parent Leaver
* Informaly Diverted
e Housing

Santa Cruz
e l-parent leaver
e 2-parent Leaver

Totals
e l-parent Leaver
e 2-parent Leaver
e Informally Diverted
e Housing

Exhibit 1-1

Population, Sample, and Survey Response Counts

Population Size

302
34
134
1297

1505
276
383

5178

206
48

2013
358
517

6475

Sample Size

156

50
85

155
120
55
90

150
45

461
199
105
175

Period 1
Responses

57

16
52

38
21
21
40

50
18

145 (31%)
43 (22%)
37 (35%)
92 (53%)

Period 2
Responses

91
16
19
17

92
69
26
24

93
33

276 (60%)
118 (59%)
45 (43%)
41 (23%)

Period 3
Responses

93
17
19

88
69
28

87
33

268 (58%)
119 (60%)
47 (45%)




Exhibit 1-2
One-Parent Leavers. Characteristics of Population and Respondents
Frequency (%) Tabulations

Second
First Period Period Third Period
Population Respondents  Respondents Respondents
Number of Children

e 1 49 41 44 44
e 2 30 39 40 38
e 3+ 21 20 16 18
Ethnicity
e African-American 12 15 16 16
» Latino/Hispanic 44 36 37 37
e Viethamese 9 1 4 4
*  White 28 38 36 35
e Other 7 10 7 8
Language
e English 82 89 89 89
e Spanish 8 9 7 7
e Viethamese 8 1 3 3
e Other 2 1 1 1
Ageof Case Head
e 25o0r Younger 32 23 25 22
 26-45 60 70 67 70
e 46 or Older 8 7 8 8
Age of Youngest Child
e 2or Younger 35 30 37 31
e 35 26 24 22 24
e 611 24 26 26 29
e 12 or Older 15 20 15 16
Monthson Aid
in Previous5 years
« 0 0 0 1 1
e 1to12 14 17 17 15
e 131036 24 23 25 25
o 37+ 62 60 58 59
Percent with Earnings
in Exit Quarter 61 70 69 69
Median Earningsin Exit
Quarter (Conditional on
Earnings>0) $3,213 $3,359 $3,684 $3,659




Exhibit 1-3
Two-Parent Leavers: Characteristics of Population and Respondents
Frequency (%) Tabulations

Second
First Period Period Third Period
Population Respondents  Respondents Respondents
Number of Children

e 1 29 39 26 28
e 2 32 28 32 30
e 3+ 39 33 42 42
Ethnicity
e African-American 2 5 2 2
» Latino/Hispanic 36 46 40 39
e Viethamese 28 16 27 26
*  White 23 28 23 25
e Other 11 5 8 8
Language
e English 48 54 52 55
e Spanish 14 30 19 18
* Vietnamese 27 14 26 25
e Other 11 2 3 2
Ageof Case Head
e 25o0r Younger 18 14 17 18
 26-45 65 65 60 61
e 46 or Older 17 21 23 21
Age of Youngest Child
e 2or Younger 37 37 36 36
e 35 21 16 19 21
e 611 23 21 24 22
e 12 or Older 19 26 21 21

Monthson Aid
in Previous5 years

« 0 0 0 0 0
e 1tol2 23 21 23 25
e 13to36 22 30 20 19
e 37+ 55 49 57 56

Percent with Earnings
in Exit Quarter 77 88 83 82

Median Earningsin Exit
Quarter (Conditional on
Earnings>0) $4,685 $4,436 $4,021 $4,140




Exhibit 1-4
Informally Diverted: Characteristics of Population and Respondents
Frequency (%) Tabulations

Second
First Period Period Third Period
Population Respondents  Respondents Respondents
Number of Children

e 1 42 49 47 49
e 2 33 35 40 38
e 3+ 25 16 13 13
Ethnicity
e African-American 10 14 17 14
» Latino/Hispanic 50 54 42 43
e Viethamese 8 7 8 11
*  White 18 11 22 24
e Other 14 14 11 8
Language
e English 70 74 74 67
e Spanish 20 20 19 24
e Viethamese 6 6 7 9
e Other 4 0 0 0
Ageof Case Head
e 25o0r Younger 39 55 38 43
 26-45 55 43 60 55
e 46 or Older 6 2 2 2
Age of Youngest Child
e 2or Younger 59 81 67 70
e 35 16 6 4 4
e 611 14 8 20 17
e 12 or Older 11 5 9 9
Monthson Aid
in Previous5 years
« 0 45 57 51 60
e 1to12 12 8 7 6
e 131036 21 11 18 13
e 37+ 22 24 24 21
Percent with Earningsin
Exit Quarter 60 65 60 62
Median Earningsin Exit
Quarter (Conditional on
Earnings>0) $2,834 $1,272 $2,453 $2,726
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Exhibit 1-5

Housing Assistance: Characteristics of Population and Respondents
Frequency (%) Tabulations

First Period Second Period
Population Respondents Respondents
Number of Children
e 1 43 23 17
e 2 25 33 29
e 3+ 32 44 54
Ethnicity
e African-American 19 34 35
e Latino/Hispanic 38 35 42
e Viethamese N/A N/A N/A
e White 13 13 13
. Other 3 18° 10°
Language
* English 62 77 83
e Spanish 5 5 8
e Vietnamese 12 18 9
e Other 21 0 0
Age of Case Head
e 25o0r Younger 3 4 5
2645 73 87 88
e 46 or Older 24 9 7
Age of Youngest Child
e 2o0r Younger 18 66 56
e 35 19 8 14
e 611 36 16 20
e 12 or Older 27 10 10
Monthson Aid in Previous5 years
« 0 19 29 17
e 1to12 6 5 7
e 13t036 17 20 20
e 37+ 58 46 56
Percent with Earningsin Exit
Quarter 67 73 71
Median Earningsin Exit Quarter
(Conditional on Earnings>0) $4,295 $4,763 $4,723

8 Includes Vietnamese.
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2 WELFARE REFORM IN THE THREE COUNTIES

In order to provide some context for the outcomes described in the following chapters,
here we briefly describe the major features of welfare reform in San Mateo, Santa Clara, and
Santa Cruz, and then examine recent trends in economic conditions and welfare caseload
dynamics in the three counties.

CalWORKSs I mplementation. The CalWORKSs Program — California s welfare reform
program — was enacted in 1997 in response to federal welfare reform legislation. Prior to that
time, the state provided funds for basic education and employment services for AFDC recipients
under the Greater Avenues to Independence (GAIN) Program (California s JOBS program), but
—unlike CalWORK s — the program was never fully funded to include all recipients. The main
features of ClWORKSs are arelatively generous earned income disregard for purposes of
calculating the grant; “up-front” job search; welfare-to-work activities that can include
education, training, and support services; a partial-grant sanction (removal of the adult from the
assistance unit) for failure to comply with program requirements; community service
employment after two years on aid; and a“time limit” grant reduction (removal of the adult from
the assistance unit) after five years on aid.

San Mateo County, however, began to reform its welfare program three years prior to the
enactment of CalWORKSs, changing its basic philosophy from “work-force development” to
“labor-force attachment,” similar to the work-first approach that generally characterizes the
mode of most counties under ClWORKSs. In 1997, San Mateo made further changes under its
Shared Undertaking to Change the Community to Enable Self-Sufficiency (SUCCESS) Program,
operated as a demonstration program under awaiver from the state Department of Social

Services. Generally, the program included the principal elements of CalWORKS, including

13



comprehensive case management and support services, but with the potential for full-grant
sanctions for non-cooperation. In August 1999, as the consequence of alawsuit challenging the
state waiver authorizing the SUCCESS demonstration project, San Mateo County began to
change its SUCCESS program to comply with regular CalWORK s requirements.

In organizing their CalWORK s programs, all three counties co-located their éigibility
workers and case management staff in the same building or complex. San Mateo County
combined the functions of eligibility determination and case management. Santa Cruz County
focused on interagency coordination — for example, using interagency teams for case
management. Both Santa Cruz and San Mateo co-located cash assistance program staff with
mental health and/or substance abuse staff. Santa Cruz and San Mateo provided post-
employment services directly by its own staff, whereas Santa Clara County referred clients to
community providers.EI

Economic Conditions. All three counties experienced strong economic growth from the
mid 1990s through 2000. As Exhibit 2-1 shows, Santa Cruz County had the highest
unemployment rate among the counties over the period, while San Mateo had the lowest.
Employment in Santa Cruz County shows a high degree of cyclical variation due to the seasonal
nature of the agricultural employment in the county. The strong Bay Area economy dropped
unemployment to historic lows in each of our three counties, with rates of under 2 percent in San
Mateo and Santa Clara and 4 percent in Santa Cruz in |late 2000.

Caseload Trends. Exhibits 2-2, 2-3, and 2-4 show that welfare caseloadsin the three
counties peaked in early 1995 and — with the exception of arelatively stable trend in child-only

cases — have declined significantly over the last 6 years. The caseload decline was

! This material was drawn from the RAND statewide evaluation of CalWORKs (implementation report).
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Exhibit 2-1
San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz County Unemployment Rates
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Exhibit 2-3
Santa Clara County Welfare Caseload Trends by Case Type
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5,000
(‘g 4,000 -
'g Exit Quarter
O
» 3,000
N
o
O
; \’\
® 2,000
o
O pusl
ot “‘“-M-...._"“-‘-
LL
< 1,000
WMWWWW
" A hAAp
O T T T T T T T T T T T

Jn- - Jn- - Jar - Jn - Jan- - Janr - Jan-
95 95 9 96 97 97 98 98 9 9 00 00 01

—< Child-Only —=- One-Parent - Two-Parent — Total ‘

16




particularly large in San Mateo County, which experienced a 76 percent decline from March
1995 to December 2000 (compared to 67 percent in Santa Cruz and 60 percent in Santa Clara).
It is possible that this was due, in part, to San Mateo’ s earlier implementation of welfare reform,
as discussed above. We note that caseload reductions have been accompanied by a higher
concentration of long-term recipientsin the remaining caseload in all three counties.

The relatively high unemployment rate in Santa Cruz County, and its cyclical nature,
appeared to affect the pattern of welfare utilization in the county. As a percentage of its adult
population, caseloads in Santa Cruz were the highest among the three counties; and two-parent
and child-only cases tended to fluctuate on a seasonal basisin a manner consistent with the
unemployment rate. We note that the Santa Cruz leaver cohort is drawn from the trough of the
seasonal cycle, and thereforeis less likely to be composed of families leaving aid due to seasonal
employment than aleaver cohort drawn at other timesin the year.

Conclusion. Our study period is marked by a strong economy, which provided relatively
favorable conditions for the families participating in this research. However, it isimportant to
note that many of the leavers studied here had been on aid at least 36 of the previous 60 months
(see Exhibits 1-2 and 1-3), and were exiting cash aid only after several years of substantial
caseload declines. Therefore, one could reasonably infer that these leavers are likely to have
more barriers to self-sufficiency than families who left cash aid earlier in the welfare reform

period.
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3 CHANGESIN CIRCUMSTANCESAFTER EXIT/DIVERSION

In this chapter we describe changes in the circumstances of welfare leavers and
informally diverted applicants over the three interview waves.
3.1  Family and Household Structure

Exhibits 3-1 and 3-2 provide information about the household structure and family
structure for the survey groups. We can see that alarge proportion of the familiesin each group
were in extended family or multi-family living arrangements, with the proportions generaly
increasing at the 18-month interview period. Not surprisingly, the majority of one-parent leavers
were not living with a spouse or partner, while the mgjority of two-parent leavers were married
in each interview period.
3.2 Useof Public Assistance

In Exhibit 3-3, we can see that CalWORK s recidivism (returnsto cash aid) among the
one-parent leavers went down — from arate of 24 percent in the first interview period to 21
percent in the third period. The rate of recidivism for two-parent leavers was much lower than
for one-parent leavers, and also declined —from 13 to 9 percent — between the first and third
periods. By thetime of thefirst interview period, 24 percent of the informally diverted families
had gone onto CalWORKSs, subsequently increasing to 37 percent and then dropping to 20
percent by the third period. We also found that a significant percentage of those families on
CaWORKSs at the time of the third interview period had a household member who was
employed. Specificaly, two-thirds of the leavers and 40 percent of the informally diverted had
household earnings (Exhibit not shown).

Exhibits 3-4 and 3-5 show the trend in recidivism rates for all leavers and informally

diverted families in the three counties in the study, over a 27-month period, using
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Exhibit 3-1
Household Structure

Frequency (%) Tabulations

One-Parent L eavers

Not Living With Children
One-Parent

Two-Parent

Extended Family
Multi-Family

Two-Parent Leavers

Not Living With Children
One-Parent

Two-Parent

Extended Family
Multi-Family

All Leavers

Not Living With Children
One-Parent

Two-Parent

Extended Family
Multi-Family

Informally Diverted

Not Living With Children
One-Parent

Two-Parent

Extended Family
Multi-Family

6 Months

o0& ~8 s

12 Months

4
40
10
35
12

8
5
49
34
4

35
16
35
11

32
22
38

18 Months

1
26
12
47
14

52
37

1
23
18
46
13

0
19
24
38
20

20

administrative datafor all familiesin the study populations, rather than the survey dataj:I Exhibit
3-4 reports the percentage on aid within the three study counties, whereas Exhibit 3-5 reports the
percentage of families (initially from the three counties) that subsequently went on aid in any of
the other 55 countiesin California. To calculate the percentage of each subgroup on cash aid in

Cdliforniaat any particular point in time, it is necessary to sum across the two exhibits.

! We explore the comparability of survey and administrative data on cash aid receipt in more detail in the following




Exhibit 3-2
Family Structure

Frequency (%) Tabulations

6 Months 12 Months 18 Months

One-Parent Leavers

e Married 19 9 15

e Partnership 4 10 12

e Other 77 81 72
Two-Parent Leavers

e Married 74 88 89

*  Partnership 8 4 6

e Other 19 8 5
All Leavers

e Married 27 21 27

* Partnership 4 9 11

e Other 68 70 62
Informally Diverted

* Married 29 28 32

* Partnership 5 14 12

e Other 67 59 65

Exhibit 3-3
Survey Data: Percentage of Households
Receiving CalWORKSs
40%
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Exhibit 3-4
Administrative Data: Percentage Receiving CaWORK s Within 3-County Area
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Exhibit 3-5

Administrative Data: Percentage Receiving ClWORKSs Elsewhere in California
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When combining the data from these two exhibits, the patterns are generally consistent
with the findings from the surveys. For example, we see that two-parent leavers have much
lower recidivism rates than one-parent leavers, and that the informally diverted have arelatively
high rate of cash aid receipt through the first 15 months after exit. Overall, 37 percent of one-
parent leavers and the informally diverted, and 27 percent of two-parent leavers ever returned to
cash aid in the first 18 months after exit/diversion, as measured in the administrative data (not
presented in a separate exhibit).

The two figures also show an interesting difference in the pattern of subsequent aid
receipt inside and outside of the three-county area. In the second half of the post-exit period,
thereisagradual decline in the percentage receiving aid within the three counties, but
persistence in the level of cash aid use by families receiving aid outside of the three county area.
We note that the three counties in the study are characterized by a high and rapidly rising cost of
living during this period, relative to the balance of the state. This may be associated with the
trend toward arising recidivism rate among the migrating leavers.

Using survey data, Exhibit 3-6 shows that the use of Food Stamps declined significantly
among the one-parent leavers and the informally diverted families, whereas among the two-
parent leavers the rate increased between the first and last interview. Since this exhibit includes
income from Assistance as well as Non-Assistance Food Stamps, the decline for one-parent
leaversis probably associated, in part, with the trend in CalWORKSs recidivism.

Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8 show the Non-Assistance Food Stamps trends based on
administrative data for the study populations, asin the preceding exhibits for Cal WORK's
recidivism. Again, we see atrend toward more use of Food Stamps, albeit a small percentage,

outside of the three-county area, in contrast to a declining trend inside the three study counties.
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Per centage Receiving Food Stamps

Exhibit 3-6
Survey Data: Percentage of Households Receiving Food Stamps
(Assistance and Non-Assistance)
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Exhibit 3-7
Administrative Data: Percentage Receiving Non-Assistance Food Stamps
Within 3-County Area
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Exhibit 3-8
Administrative Data: Percentage Receiving Non-Assistance Food Stamps
Elsewherein California
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Exhibit 3-9 shows the trend in the percentage of families receiving Non-Assistance Medi-
Cal benefits (both inside or outside the 3-county area). The percentage of leaversisvery high
initially, declining to about 30 percent 18 months after exit from aid and then leveling off.

Theinitia high rate is probably due primarily to the large backlog of casesin the
“Edwards Hold” category, where leavers retained eigibility automatically pending
redetermination of their eligibility (see our 12-Month Report for afuller discussion of this). Itis
also interesting to note that a significant number of the informally diverted families were
receiving Non-Assistance Medi-Cal benefits. The exhibit indicates that alarge number of
families diverted from CaWORKs were either in the Medi-Cal Program at the time or enrolled
immediately after diversion. Aswe noted in our 12-Month Report, the average household

income of the informally diverted families was relatively low at the time of the first interview
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Exhibit 3-9
Administrative Data: Percentage Receiving

Non-Assistance M edi-Cal
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(just below the poverty level) and many of these families had incomes that were below the
CaWORKSs dligibility threshold.
3.3  Employment and Earnings

Exhibit 3-10 shows that among the one-parent leavers, there was little change in the

percentage of respondents not working, but a significant movement from part-time to full-time
employment. Asaresult, the percentage working full time increased from 41 to 52 percent. For
the two-parent leavers, there were significant increases in both part-time and full-time
employment, with a corresponding drop in the percentage not working (53 to 36 percent). A
similar pattern exists for the informally diverted, with the percentage not working dropping from

63 to 50. We can also see, from Exhibit 3-11, that the median hourly wage increased for
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Exhibit 3-10

Respondent Employment Status
Frequency (%) Tabulations

6 Months 12 Months 18 Months

One-Parent Leavers

¢ Not Recently Employed 2 4 4

*  Recently Employed 38 34 36

e Currently PT 19 12 8

e Currently FT 41 50 52
Two-Parent Leavers

¢ Not Recently Employed 11 11 5

* Recently Employed 42 33 31

e Currently PT 10 14 15

e Currently FT 37 42 49
All Leavers

* Not Recently Employed 3 5 4

* Recently Employed 39 34 35

e Currently PT 18 12 9

e Currently FT 40 49 52
Informally Diverted

* Not Recently Employed 17 10 15

*  Recently Employed 46 49 44

e Currently PT 5 9 7

e Currently FT 32 33 43

toward greater full-time employment.

Exhibit 3-12 shows whether any person in the respondent’ s household had earningsin the
prior month. It shows a dlight reduction in the percentage of one-parent families. For two-parent
families, there was a more substantial reduction, even though we saw in the preceding exhibit
that there was an increase in the percentage of survey respondents who were working. Keeping

in mind that most of the survey respondents from two-parent families were wives, this finding

respondents in each of the study groups during this period, which is consistent with the shift

suggests the possibility of atrend toward reduced employment activity by the respondents

spouses or partners, partially offset by an increasing number of respondents going to work. A

similar pattern may have existed among the informally diverted, where we earlier saw an
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Median Hourly Wage

Exhibit 3-11

Median Hourly Wage Among Employed Respondents
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Exhibit 3-13
Administrative Data: Percentage of “Households’
With Earned Income
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increase in the percentage of respondents working, but now see virtually no change in the
percentage of households with earnings.

Exhibit 3-13 uses administrative data to show the trend in the percentage of leavers and
informally diverted househol dsﬂwith earnings during the period before and after exit or
diversion from aid, which occurred around the fourth quarter of 1998. We can see that the
proportion of leavers with earnings rose steadily during the period prior to exit or diversion and
then leveled off, whereas the proportion of diverted applicants grew initially but leveled off
about six months prior to the time of diversion. In comparing Exhibits 3-12 and 3-13, we see
that the reported proportion of households with earnings tends to be underestimated in the

administrative data, although the relative ranking of sub-groupsis similar across survey and

2 More accurately, the exhibit measures the earnings of the adult members of the exiting or diverted assistance unit.
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Exhibit 3-14
Survey Datac Median Monthly Household Earnings
Among Households with Earnings
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administrative data sources. That is, both data sources show that two-parent leavers are most
likely to have earned income, while one-parent leavers and the informally diverted are almost
equally likely to have earnings.

Asthe survey datain Exhibit 3-14 shows, the median level of earned income for those
households that reported earnings increased significantly (about 25 percent) for the one- and
two-parent leavers, and more modestly (about 7 percent) for the informally diverted families
between the first and third interviews. As discussed above, movement from part-time to full-time
employment, particularly among the one-parent leavers, probably played arolein thisincreasein
median earned income,

Exhibit 3-15 shows the trend in median earnings before and after exit or diversion from

aid, as measured in administrative data using the earnings of adultsin the exiting or diverted
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Exhibit 3-15
Administrative Data: Median Quarterly Earnings Among “Households’
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assistance unit. Aswe noted in our 12-Month Report, both leaver groups experienced sharp
increases in earned income in the exit quarter, as might be expected. We also see a sharp decline
in earnings for the informally diverted applicants in the quarter in which they applied for aid,
which is probably associated with their decisionsto apply. It isinteresting to note, however, the
immediate recovery in average earnings in the following quarter, a trend that continuesin
subsequent quarters at arate of increase that generally parallels the two-parent |eavers and
exceeds the one-parent leavers. Aswe discussin more detail in the 12-Month Report, this
suggests short spells of joblessness for many diverted applicants in the fourth quarter of 1998,
and the possible reason that they did not receive aid was that they found employment.

Exhibit 3-16 covers both awareness, and use, of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC).

Among all three groups, a significant proportion of the respondents were not aware of the EITC,
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Exhibit 3-16
Awareness and Use of the EITC
Frequency (%) Tabulations
6 Months 12 Months 18 Months

One-Parent Leavers

¢ Never Heard, Never Used 54 54 37

¢ Heard, Never Used 13 15 20

e Heard and Used 33 31 43
Two-Parent L eavers

¢ Never Heard, Never Used 50 51 41

e Heard, Never Used 13 5 12

e Heard and Used 38 45 47
All Leavers

¢ Never Heard, Never Used 54 53 37

e Heard, Never Used 13 14 19

e Heard and Used 34 33 44
Informally Diverted

¢ Never Heard, Never Used 62 50 46

e Heard, Never Used 14 21 33

¢ Heard and Used 25 29 21

but the trend was clearly toward greater awareness. The trend was al so toward greater use of the
tax credit for one- and two-parent leavers, but the percentage of informally diverted families
using the credit dropped at the third interview. Even among those who had household earnings,
however, asignificant proportion of respondents (one-third of the leavers and one-half of the
informally diverted) had not heard of the EITC at the time of the third interview (exhibit not
shown).

We next examine the extent to which child care, transportation, and loss of benefits are
reported by respondents to be barriers to full-time employment. Asshown in Exhibit 3-17, a
significant number of respondentsin all subgroups identified child care as a problem at all three
interviews. By the time of the third interview, the situation had improved for the one-parent and
informally diverted families, but not for two-parent families. Recalling that most of two-parent

respondents are wives or female partners in atwo-parent family structure, this finding suggests
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Exhibit 3-17
Percentage Reporting Child Care Is
A Barrier to Full-Time Employment
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that the increased employment activity observed among two-parent respondents in Exhibit 3-10
is associated with greater stress on child care arrangements.

The trends are similar for reports of transportation problems as barriers to employment,
where the situation improved from first to third interview among the one-parent and informally
diverted families, but became somewhat worse for the two-parent families (Exhibit 3-18).
Together with the trend in respondent employment behavior reported in Exhibit 3-10, this
finding suggests that increased |abor force participation by two-parent respondents tended to put
additional stress on the family’s transportation resources.

Not surprisingly, the perception of transportation as a barrier to full-time employment
was highly correlated with the respondent’ s access to a car she can use for regular transportation

to work (Exhibit 3-19). This exhibit shows that respondents without access to a car are much
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Per centage Reporting Transportation a Barrier
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Exhibit 3-20
Percentage Reporting Concerns that Full-Time Employment Will Lead to
aLoss of Benefits
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more likely to report that transportation presents a big problem for obtaining or maintaining full-
time employment. We also found, as we would expect, that respondents on CalWORKSs at the
time of the last interview were more likely to identify transportation as a barrier to employment
than were the respondents not on aid at that time (not shown in separate exhibit).

Exhibit 3-20 shows the percentage of respondents who felt that losing welfare benefits
was a barrier to obtaining full-time employment. A majority of each of the survey groups
indicated that this was not a problem, with no clear trend in the change from the first and third
round of interviews. We note that somewhat more two-parent families felt that the loss of
benefits was a problem, compared to one-parent families, even though their household incomes

relative to poverty were higher and their rates of CalWORKSs recidivism were lower. The
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Exhibit 3-21
Median Monthly Household Income
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proportion of informally diverted who thought the loss of benefits was a problem was about the
same as the leavers.
34  Incomeand Economic Security

Similar to the pattern for earned income, total household income increased substantially
for the one- and two-parent leavers, but showed no net change for the informally diverted
families (see Exhibit 3-21). Compared to the federal poverty guidelines, the median level of
total household income increased from 87 percent of the poverty level to 112 percent for the one-
parent leavers, and from 90 percent to 115 percent for the two-parent leavers, consistent with the
changes in income (see Exhibit 3-22). There was also a significant improvement for the
informally diverted families—from 89 percent to 110 percent of poverty — even though we saw a

relatively small increase in median household income over the same period.
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Exhibit 3-22
Median Household Income Relative to Federal Poverty Level
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Exhibit 3-23 provides a more detailed look at the changes in median household income
relative to the federal poverty level. We can see asignificant shift out of the poorest group
(below 70 percent of the poverty level), particularly among the one-parent and informally
diverted families. It isimportant to note, however, that in spite of the increases in the median
level of household income, 41 percent of the leaver households and 36 percent of the informally
diverted households were at or below the federal poverty level by the time of the third interview,
and almost 20 percent of the leavers and the informally diverted families were below 70 percent
of the poverty level. We would expect that almost all of the families in this|latter group would
be eligible for CalWORKSs, and thus we hypothesized that many of them were enrolled in the
program at that time. Exhibit 3-24 confirms this, but we note that a majority of these “very

poor” families remained off of aid.
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Exhibit 3-23
Household Income Relativeto Federal Poverty Level (FPL)
Frequency (%) Tabulations
6 Months 12 Months 18 Months
One-Parent Leavers
¢ LessThan 70% of FPL 36 26 19
e 71to 100% 21 19 23
e 101 to 130% 17 22 19
e 131to185% 13 17 19
e 186 to 250% 7 8 13
* Morethan 250% 5 8 8
Two-Parent Leavers
e LessThan 70% of FPL 24 17 17
e 71to 100% 41 30 24
e 101 to 130% 13 21 16
e 131to 185% 11 20 24
e 186 to 250% 9 9 12
* Morethan 250% 2 4 6
All Leavers
e LessThan 70% of FPL 34 25 18
e 71to100% 24 21 23
e 101 to 130% 17 22 19
e 131to185% 13 18 20
e 186 to 250% 7 8 13
* Morethan 250% 5 7 8
Informally Diverted
e LessThan 70% of FPL 33 33 19
e 71to 100% 21 20 17
e 101 to 130% 17 11 30
e 131to 185% 14 18 13
e 186 to 250% 8 6 15
* More than 250% 7 13 6

In order to explore the question of why some leaver families who appeared to be eligible
for CalWORK s chose to remain off of aid, while other families chose to go back on aid, we
compared two groups of leaver families: those households that were not on CalWORKSs at the
time of the third interview but which were below the poverty line (and therefore probably

eigible for CdWORKSs) and those that were on CalWORKSs (the recidivist families). Inthis
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Exhibit 3-24
CalWORK S Receipt at 18 Months
By Household Income Relative to Federal Poverty Level (FPL)
Frequency (%) Tabulations
Receives
CalWORKS
1-Parent Leavers
e LessThan 70% of FPL 35
e 71t0100% 18
e 101to 130% 29
e 131to0185% 11
e 186 to 250% 16
e Morethan 250% 12
2-Parent Leavers
e LessThan 70% of FPL 31
+  71to0100% 8
e 101to 130% 18
e 131t0185% 0
e 186 to 250% 0
* Morethan 250% 0
All Leavers
e Less Than 70% of FPL 34
e 71t0100% 16
e 101to 130% 27
e 131t0185% 9
e 186 to 250% 13
e More than 250% 10
Informally Diverted
e LessThan 70% of FPL 39
e 71t0100% 37
e 101to 130% 23
e 131t0185% 0
e 186 to 250% 0
e More than 250% 0

comparison, we looked at various measures of earnings, barriers to employment, and family
well-being. In summary, we found that the non-recidivist families had a higher percentage of
households with earnings (85 percent, compared to 67 percent), higher median earnings ($1,100

per month, compared to $600), and were more likely to be working full time. They were also
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lesslikely to report that child care and transportation were barriers to full-time employment and
more likely to report domestic violence problems in the household (although the percentages
wererelatively low), with little difference in the incidence of substance abuse problems.

Thus, employment activity appears to be the key factor in explaining why many of these
poor families chose to remain off of CdlWORKS. In fact, it appears that many of the families,
while below the poverty line, would have been ineligible — or eligible for arelatively small grant
—if they reapplied for CdWORKSs. Consequently, we also looked separately at the non-
recidivist families below 70 percent of the poverty level, and found that the proportion with
household earnings was still high (70 percent) but just slightly higher than the recidivist group,
with dlightly lower median earnings ($550) than we found in the recidivist households. We did
not find any consistent patterns when comparing barriers to full-time employment or measures of
family well-being.

3.5 Health Insurance Coverage

Exhibit 3-25 shows whether, among respondents who were wor king, the employer
provided health insurance. In the case of one-parent leavers, there was a significant increase in
the provision of such insurance, which covered both the survey respondents and their children.
This may have been associated with the movement from part-time to full-time employment, as
noted earlier. We also see a significant increase in employer-provided insurance among the two-
parent leavers, with a decrease in the proportion offered coverage for themselves only more than
offset by an increase in the proportion offered “family” coverage. The proportion of employed
informally diverted respondents who were offered family coverage also increased from first to

third interview.
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Exhibit 3-25
Employed Respondents. Job Offersinsurance
Frequency (%) Tabulations
6 Months 12 Months 18 Months

1-Parent L eavers

* Not Offered 60 60 40

¢ Child Only 0 2 0

e Sdf Only 9 6 9

e Both 31 33 51
2-Parent Leavers

e Not Offered 75 73 52

e Child Only 0 0 0

e Sdf Only 22 7 10

e Both 3 21 38
All Leavers

e Not Offered 62 61 42

e Child Only 0 1 0

e Sdf Only 11 6 9

e Both 27 32 49
Informally Diverted

* Not Offered 43 67 52

e Child Only 0 0 0

e Self Only 8 6 5

* Both 35 27 44

Exhibits 3-26 and 3-27 provide a broader picture of health insurance coverage, showing
whether the survey respondent and the child, respectively, had such coverage and the type of
coverage. Comparing the respondent’s coverage in the first and third interviews, we see adrop
for two-parent leavers, and little change for the other two groups. We aso see, for al three
groups, declinesin Medi-Cal coverage and increases in private or other government types of
coverage. Thisis most pronounced among the two-parent |eavers, where we found alarge
increase in respondents offered employer-provided coverage, as noted above. We also found
that among the informally diverted families, half of the respondentsin very poor households

(defined as having household incomes less than 70 percent of the federal poverty level) indicated
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Exhibit 3-26
Per centage of Respondentswith Health I nsurance Coverage
Frequency (%) Tabulations

6 Months 12 Months 18 Months

One-Parent Leavers

e Uninsured 17 22 18

* Private/Other Government 18 27 32

e Medi-Ca 65 52 51
Two-Parent Leavers

* Uninsured 14 14 22

* Private/Other Government 16 29 40

e Medi-Cd 70 56 39
All Leavers

e Uninsured 16 21 18

* Private/Other Government 18 27 33

e Medi-Ca 66 53 49
Informally Diverted

* Uninsured 26 31 26

* Private/Other Government 38 34 42

» Medi-Ca 36 35 32

Exhibit 3-27

Per centage of Children with Health Insurance Coverage
Frequency (%) Tabulations

6 Months 12 Months 18 Months

One-Parent Leavers

e Uninsured 7 10 12

*  Private/Other Government 20 33 31

e Medi-Ca 73 57 57
Two-Parent Leavers

* Uninsured 13 11 14

* Private/Other Government 21 26 34

e Medi-Cd 67 63 52
All Leavers

e Uninsured 8 10 13

*  Private/Other Government 20 32 31

e Medi-Ca 71 58 57
Informally Diverted

e Uninsured 14 27 21

*  Private/Other Government 38 30 31

e Medi-Ca 48 43 48
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Exhibit 3-28
Percentage Reporting Food Insecurity
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at the last interview that they did not have health insurance coverage, even though we would
expect aimost all of theseindividualsto be eligible for Medi-Cal. With respect to the child's
health insurance (Exhibit 3-27), we see increases in the proportion without insurance for the one-
parent and informally diverted families, and very little change for the two-parent families.
Again, we see a shift from Medi-Cal to private coverage.
3.6  Food Insecurity

Exhibit 3-28 presents the proportion of respondents reporting that there is sometimes or
often not enough food to eat in their household. The net change between the first and third set of
interviews was relatively small for the three survey groups, with one-parent leavers somewhat
worse off, two-parent leavers somewhat better off, and the informally diverted households about

the same. We also combined information on family income, Food Stamps receipt, and food
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Exhibit 3-29
Percentage Reporting Food Insecurity, Among Households Estimated To
Be Eligible but Not Receiving Food Stamps
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insecurity to measure the proportion of households reporting food insecurity that appeared to be
eigible for, but were not participating in, the Food Stamps Program. In Exhibit 3-29, we can see
that the proportion of households with food insecurity that appeared to be eligible for Food
Stamps but not receiving them was large but declined modestly by the third interview among the
one-parent and informally diverted households and more significantly among the two-parent
households. In Exhibit 3-30, we can compare the households that appeared to be eligible for
Food Stamps but not receiving them with the households that were receiving Food Stamps as
reported in the third interview, hypothesizing that we would see lower rates of food insecurity
among those who received the Food Stamps. Instead, we generally found the opposite to be the
case: the respondents most likely to report food insecurity were in households receiving Food

Stamps benefits.



Exhibit 3-30
Food Insecurity and Food Stamps Receipt
Third Period I nterviews
Frequency (%) Tabulations

Per centage Reporting
Food Insecurity
One-Parent Leavers

e Ineligible 28

» Eligible, Not Receiving 30

* Receiving 33
Two-Parent Leavers

+ Ineligible 17

» Eligible, Not Receiving 33

* Receiving 44
All Leavers

* Indligible 26

» Eligible, Not Receiving 30

* Receiving 34
Informally Diverted

* In€ligible 4

* Eligible, Not Receiving 28

» Receiving 68

3.7  Housing Conditions

Exhibit 3-31 summarizes the survey responses related to the receipt of housing
assistance, housing quality, the rent burden, and crowding. It shows that the proportion of one-
and two-parent leavers receiving public housing assistance declined between the first and third
interviews, whereas it stayed about the same for the informally diverted families. With respect
to whether the respondent reported living in sub-standardEIhousi ng, the situation improved
somewhat among the one-parent households, but got slightly worse for the informally diverted

and more noticeably worse among the two-parent families. We note that a smaller proportion of

3 Respondents were asked whether they were experiencing the following conditions: (1) aleaky roof or ceiling; (2)
atoilet, hot water heater, or other plumbing that does not work; or (3) rats, mice, roaches, or other insects. Housing
was considered substandard if the respondent reported one or more of these conditions.
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Exhibit 3-31
Housing Outcomes
Frequency (%) Tabulations

One-Parent Leavers
¢ Receives Housing Assistance
e Sub-Standard Housing
e Excessive Rent Burden
¢ Crowded Housing Conditions

Two-Parent Leavers
e Receives Housing Assistance
e Sub-Standard Housing
e Excessive Rent Burden
e Crowded Housing Conditions

All Leavers
» Receives Housing Assistance
*  Sub-Standard Housing
* Excessive Rent Burden
* Crowded Housing Conditions

Informally Diverted
¢ Receives Housing Assistance
e Sub-Standard Housing
e Excessive Rent Burden
e Crowded Housing Conditions

6 Months 12 Months
38 26
30 23
46 18
38 29
32 26
15 20
34 33
44 54
38 26
28 22
44 20
39 33
17 17
27 13
34 36
44 36

18 Months

27
27
18
23

28
25
32
63

28
27
20
29

19
29
25
26

those respondents receiving public housing assistance indicated at the last interview that they

were living in sub-standard housing conditions, compared to those not receiving such assistance.
Among the leavers, 14 percent of those receiving housing assistance reported living in sub-
standard housing, compared to 30 percent of those not receiving housing assistance. Among the

informally diverted respondents, the proportions were 7 percent and 33 percent, respectively.

The proportion of respondents indicating they werelivingin crowded‘ﬂhousi ng
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conditions declined significantly among the one-parent and informally diverted families, even

though the proportions in multiple or extended family living arrangements increased during this

* Housing conditions are defined as crowded if the ratio of household members to rooms (excluding bathrooms) is
greater than one.




period (see Exhibit 3-1). For the two-parent families, the proportion of respondentsliving in
crowded housing increased significantly, whereas there was little change in the proportion living
with multiple or extended families.

Exhibit 3-31 also indicates a major improvement in the proportion of one-parent
households indicating that their rent is “excessive’ (that is, more than 50 percent of their
income). Thisis probably due primarily to increasing incomes, as noted above. We also see
significant improvement for the informally diverted families, but little change for the two-parent
leavers even though income levelsincreased for this group. We note that the interviews were
conducted during a time when rents were increasing in the three study counties.

We will examine housing issuesin more detail in Chapter 6.

3.8  Child Careand Child and Family Well-Being

Exhibit 3-32 shows the types of child care arrangements used by the leavers and the
informally diverted families. We can see mgjor shiftsin the opposite direction in the use of adult
relatives by one- and two-parent families, with a significant increase by the one-parent families
and an even more pronounced decrease by two-parent families. Comparing the first and third
interviews in Exhibit 3-33, we also see increases in the proportion of one-parent and informally
diverted families incurring out-of-pocket child care expenses, with little net change for the two-
parent families. Finally, Exhibit 3-34 shows increases in the proportion of two-parent and
informally diverted families that changed their primary child care arrangement within the
preceding six months, with no net change in the proportion of one-parent families.

Exhibit 3-35 shows the proportion of respondents reporting that the focal child had
engaged in risk behaviors in the past 6 months. Risk behaviors include being suspended or

expelled from school, getting into trouble with the police, having a problem with alcohol or
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Exhibit 3-32
Primary Child Care Arrangement
Frequency (%) Tabulations
6 Months 12 Months 18 Months

One-Parent Leavers

e Head Start 3 3 3

e Formal Daycare 26 18 20

e Extended Daycare 9 11 9

e Adult Relative 36 53 54

e Family Daycare/Babysitter 20 11 11

¢ Non-adult Relative 7 5 3
Two-Parent Leavers

e Head Start 2 0 8

e Formal Daycare 0 22 19

e Extended Daycare 0 9 20

e Adult Relative 78 44 24

e Family Daycare/Babysitter 13 20 25

* Non-adult Relative 7 6 6
All Leavers

* Head Start 3 3 3

e Formal Daycare 23 18 20

» Extended Daycare 8 10 10

e Adult Relative 40 52 52

» Family Daycare/Babysitter 19 12 12

* Non-adult Relative 7 5 4
Informally Diverted

e Head Start 6 3 2

e Formal Daycare 7 18 26

e Extended Daycare 0 3 0

e Adult Relative 55 61 52

e Family Daycare/Babysitter 32 12 20

e Non-adult Relative 0 4 0

drugs, doing something illegal to get money, dropping out of school, and getting pregnant or
getting someone else pregnant. The proportion reporting such behaviors increased among the
one-parent families, while the change between the first and third interviews was not significant
for the other groups.

With regard to substance abuse, respondents were asked (1) if people complained about

their use of alcohol or drugs, or they were having problems because of their alcohol or drug use,
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Exhibit 3-35
Percentage Reporting Focal Child Risk Behaviors
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and (2) if any other adult in the household had a problem with alcohol or drugs. We treated an
answer of “yes’ to either of these questions as an indication of substance abuse within the
household. As Exhibit 3-36 shows, the reports of substance abuse declined among all subgroups,
particularly the two-parent and informally diverted families.

We asked respondents a series of questions related to domestic viol ence.EI Exhibit 3-37
reports the proportion of respondents indicating the presence of domestic violencein the

household. The proportion of respondents reporting these problems increased dlightly among the

® Respondents were asked:
1. Hassomeone you are close to hit, slapped, kicked, or physically harmed you in some other way in the past
6 months?
2. Has someone close to you threatened you with physical harm in the past 6 months?
3. Has someone abused you physically, emotionally, or sexually in the past 6 months?
We considered an affirmative response to one or more of these questions to be an indication of domestic violence.
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Exhibit 3-36

Household Substance Abuse
Frequency (%) Tabulations

6 Months 12 Months 18 Months

One-Parent L eavers

*« No 91 94 93
Two-Parent L eavers

* No 93 94 95

e Yes 8 7 5
All Leavers

*« No 91 94 94

e Yes 9 6 6
Informally Diverted

* No 89 94 98

e Yes 11 6 2

Exhibit 3-37
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one-parent families but decreased more noticeably among the two-parent and informally diverted
families.
39 Summary

In our previous report (the 12-Month Report), we focused on the families’ circumstances
at exit or diversion from aid and at the first interview. Here we are focusing on the changesin
those circumstances between the first and third interview periods. Exhibit 3-38 provides a
summary picture of these changes, using selected measures of income, employment, and well-
being. While the table does not capture the degree of change in these measures, it is useful asa
general guide. We can seethat for all three survey groups, circumstances improved in more
cases than where they got worse, particularly for the one-parent and informally diverted families.
In the most comprehensive measure of family income — household income relative to the poverty
level —all three family groups improved significantly, with the median moving from below the
federal poverty threshold to above that benchmark. We aso note a significant difference
between one- and two-parent families on the housing measures, where the one-parent families
fared considerably better in terms of the change in circumstances.

Other noteworthy changes include the following:

* While more respondents were employed, there was no increase in the percentage of
households that had earnings, even though the economy was generally improving during
thistime period.

* Therewas a shift from part-time to full-time work among one-parent respondents. In
two-parent and informally diverted families, there was an apparent drop in employment
among the respondent’ s spouse/partner, accompanied by an increase in respondent’s

employment.
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Exhibit 3-38

Changesin Selected M easur es of Income, Employment, and Well-Being
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There was a significant increase in the median level of earnings among one-parent and
two-parent families, and a more modest increase for the informally diverted families. For
the one-parent families, this was probably due partly to the shift from part-timeto full-
time work. Wage increases and movement into higher paying jobs probably also
contributed to the changes in earnings.

Enrollment in CalWORK s — the recidivism rate in the case of the |eavers —went down for
all three groups of families.

Health insurance coverage generally either declined or stayed the same among the survey
groups, as reductions in Medi-Cal enrollment were partly offset by increasesin private
coverage.

There was atrend toward greater awareness of the EITC. Nevertheless, a significant
percentage of respondents — even among households with earnings — indicated at the last
interview that they were not aware of the tax credit.

The use of Food Stamps declined among the one-parent and informally diverted families,
but there was improvement in measures related to access. For example, therewas a
decline in the proportion of households that experienced food insecurity and which
appeared to be eligible for Food Stamps but were not receiving them.

Housing conditions generally improved for one-parent leavers and, to some extent, the
informally diverted families, but got worse for two-parent leavers.

Reports of substance abuse declined significantly for al three survey groups, and reports

of domestic violence declined among the two-parent and informally diverted families.



4 ASSESSING THE VALIDITY OF ADMINISTRATIVE DATA

In this chapter, we assess the degree of agreement between outcome measures derived
from state and county administrative data and survey data sources. Our primary objectiveisto
determine the validity, and therefore the usefulness, of using administrative data sources to
collect information on welfare leavers and informally diverted applicants. Thisis significant
from a cost standpoint, in that administrative data are potentially much less costly to collect and
anayze than information derived from survey data collection efforts.

4.1  Methodology

In this analysis we pooled leavers and the informally diverted, and focused on two
outcome areas. (1) receipt of public assistance and (2) employment and earnings. Within the
public assistance area, we examine receipt of CaWORKSs, Food Stamps, and Medi-Cal. We
used three administrative data sources to measure outcomes. County Case Data System extracts
were used to measure the receipt of CalWORKSs, Food Stamps, and Medi-Cal within the three
study counties, while state MEDS data was used to measure receipt of such assistance in other
California counties. The state Unemployment Insurance Base Wage File was used to measure
employment and earnings outcomes.

With respect to CaAlWORK s and Food Stamps, we compared (1) receipt of assistance by
the household within the last month prior to the interview, as reported by survey respondents,
with (2) receipt of such assistance by any member of the exiting or diverted assistance unit, as
recorded in administrative data. We use the interview date to match the timing of survey
responses to the timing of aid receipt in administrative data. With regard to Medi-Cal, we
compare the current coverage of the respondent and her children, as reported in survey data, with

administrative data on Medi-Cal enrollment by the respondent and all children in the exiting
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assistance unit, again using the interview date to synchronize the timing of enrollment in the two
data sources. With regard to employment and earnings, we compare survey information on
household earned income in the month prior to the interview, with average monthly earnings
recorded in the Unemployment Insurance Base Wage Files for the corresponding calendar
guarter, summing earnings amounts across all adult members of the exiting assistance unit.

Before proceeding, it isimportant to recognize that we would not necessarily expect
exact matches even if both data sources were perfectly accurate. Thisis because our surveys
generaly were designed to collect data regarding the respondent’ s household, whereas the
outcome measures constructed from administrative data are based on the recipient’ s assistance
unit when they left or were informally diverted from CalWORKS. In some cases, there is no
difference between persons in a household and those persons who are included in the family for
purposes of recelving welfare. In many cases, however, there will be personsin arecipient’s
household who are outside the original assistance unit. Therefore we would expect the surveys
to yield average household incomes, for example, that are somewhat higher than reflected in the
administrative data. Furthermore, it is likely that the composition of the respondent’s current
household and the original assistance unit will tend to diverge over time after exit/diversion. For
our purposes, the primary objective is to assess the extent of such variation, since the household
is often the more relevant point of reference from the standpoint of afamily’s circumstances. In
other words, if such variation is large, then administrative data may not be a valid source of
information for assessing family circumstances.

Finally, we note that variation between the two data sources may also stem from
inaccurate answers to survey questions. For example, some respondents may not want to report

that they are receiving public assistance, perhaps due to the perception of a stigma associated
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with aid receipt. Consequently, we need to keep in mind that variation in the two sources does
not necessarily reflect aflaw in the administrative data. For certain types of questions, we might
have more confidence in the administrative data. Thus, our analysis can also serve as a check on
the validity of survey data.
4.2  Recept of Public Assistance

Receipt of Cash Aid (CalWORKS). Exhibits 4-1athrough 4-1c compare survey and
administrative data on the receipt of cash aid (CaWORKS) for the three interview periods,
respectively. Each table presents atwo-way cross-tabulation of aid receipt as measured in the
two data sources, along with the overall percentage receiving CWORKSs in each data source.
Exhibit 4-1a shows that in administrative data, 23 percent of the familieswere on aid at the time
of thefirst interview round, compared to 21 percent according to the survey responses. Thus, we
find arelatively small difference between the two sources of data with respect to the aggregate
proportion of familieson aid. Thisisimportant for findings related to aggregate totals, but it
does not provide a complete picture. For example, the two data sources may show exactly the
same proportions of families on aid in the aggregate but each data source may show alarge
number of families on aid who are not reported as being on aid according to the other data source
(in effect, the aggregate totals mask offsetting differences at the individual, or
househol d/assistance unit, level). In Exhibit 4-1a, we see that 3 percent of all households are
recorded as receiving CalWORKSs in the survey but not the administrative data, and another 5
percent are reported in administrative data as being on aid, but were reported as not being on aid
in the surveys. Thus, at the individual household level, there is 92 percent agreement between

the two data sources.
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Exhibit 4-1a
Per centage Receiving CalWORK s at 6-Month Interview

On CalWORKSsin Survey Data?

On CaWORKSs Admin Data
in Admin Data? No Yes Total:
No 74% 3% 77%
5% 18% 23%
Yes
Survey Data Total: 79% 21%
Exhibit 4-1b

Per centage Receiving CalWORK s at 12-Month Interview

On CalWORKsin Survey Data?

On CalWORKs Admin Data
in Admin Data? No Yes Total:
No 70% 5% 75%
Yes 8% 17% 25%
Survey Data Total: 78% 22%
Exhibit 4-1c

Per centage Receiving CalWORK s at 18-Month Interview

On CaWORKSsin Survey Data?

On CalWORKs Admin Data
in Admin Data? No Yes Total:
No 70% 5% 75%
Yes 12% 13% 25%
Survey Data Total: 82% 18%
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In Exhibits 4-1b and 4-1c, we see that over time, the degree of disagreement grows larger
at both the aggregate and individual (assistance unit/household) levels. The combined degree of
disagreement at the individual household level increases from 8 percent in the first interview
period to 17 percent in the third period. Itislikely that the widening divergence between the
composition of the original assistance unit (the basis for the administrative data) and the
respondent’ s household (the basis, with respect to this particular question, for the survey) isthe
key factor driving thistrend. The table also shows that most of the disagreement is from families
reported as being on aid according to administrative data but not according to the survey. Asa
result, the administrative data increasingly “overcounts’ receipt of cash aid relative to survey
data, with the gap rising to 7 percent (25 percent vs 18 percent) at 18 months after exit.

Receipt of Food Stamps. Exhibits 4-2athrough 4-2c show the comparisons for families
receiving Food Stamps. In Exhibit 4-2a—thefirst interview period —we can see that in the
aggregate, there is close agreement between the two data sources, with 32 percent receiving Food
Stamps according to administrative data and 30 percent according to the surveys. Thisissimilar
to the results for receipt of cash aid. At theindividual level (assistance unit/household), the
degree of disagreement is somewhat larger than we found for cash aid at the first interview — 14
percent, consisting of 8 percent receiving Food Stamps according to administrative data (but not
the surveys) and 6 percent receiving Food Stamps according to the surveys (but not the
administrative data).

Looking at the trend over the course of the three interview stages, we again see the gap
between the two data sources widening. At the aggregate level, the administrative dataindicate a
stable pattern, whereas the surveys indicate a significant drop in the percentage of households

receiving Food Stamps. At theindividual level, the degree of disagreement between the two
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Exhibit 4-2a
Per centage Receiving Food Stamps at 6-Month I nterview

On Food Stampsin Survey Data?

On Food Stamps Admin Data
in Admin Data? No Yes Total:
No 62% 6% 68%
Yes 8% 24% 32%
Survey Data Total: 70% 30%
Exhibit 4-2b

Per centage Recelving Food Stamps at 12-Month Interview

On Food Stampsin Survey Data?

On Food Stamps Admin Data
in Admin Data? No Yes Total:
No 61% 6% 67%
Yes 11% 22% 33%
Survey Data Total: 2% 28%
Exhibit 4-2c

Per centage Receiving Food Stamps at 18-Month Interview

On Food Stampsin Survey Data?

On Food Stamps Admin Data
in Admin Data? No Yes Total:
No 61% 6% 67%
Yes 17% 16% 33%
Survey Data Total: 78% 22%
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data sources increases from 14 percent in the first period to 23 percent in the third period. Again,
we believe that thisis likely to be caused by the widening divergence between the composition
of the original assistance unit and the respondent’ s household.

Medi-Cal Enrollment. Exhibits 4-3athrough 4-3c show the comparisons for families
receiving Medi-Cal coverage (for either the respondent or the children in the household or
assistance unit). Unlike the findings for cash aid and Food Stamps, we see considerable
disagreement in the first survey period between the two data sources regarding Medi-Cal
coverage. Inthefirst interview period, the administrative databases indicate that 71 percent of
the families had coverage for at least one person, compared to 61 percent reported in the survey.
The gap, however, does not widen over time asit did for cash aid and Food Stamps. At the
individual level, all three exhibits show a combined degree of disagreement of 16-21 percent,
with the large magjority of this due to coverage reported by administrative data and not the
surveys.

Given that we found arelatively high degree of agreement at first interview between
administrative and survey data sources in the measurement of cash aid and Food Stamps receipt,
these findings suggest that a significant proportion of respondents are not aware that they and/or
their children are currently enrolled in Medi-Cal, or believe that they have private or other
government health insurance coverage. That is, if the underreporting of Medi-Cal receipt in
survey datawere due to deliberate misreporting (perhaps due to stigma associated with Medi-Cal
receipt), then we would expect such misreporting also to have affected the measurement of cash

aid and Food Stamps receipt.
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Exhibit 4-3a
Per centage Receiving Medi-Cal at 6-Month Interview

On Medi-Cal in Survey Data?

On Medi-Cal Admin Data
in Admin Data? No Yes Total:
No 26% 3% 29%
Yes 13% 58% 71%
Survey Data Total: 39% 61%
Exhibit 4-3b

Per centage Receiving Medi-Cal at 12-Month Interview

On Medi-Cal in Survey Data?

On Medi-Cal Admin Data
in Admin Data? No Yes Total:
No 27% 5% 32%
Yes 16% 52% 68%
Survey Data Total: 43% 57%
Exhibit 4-3c

Per centage Receiving Medi-Cal at 18-Month Interview

On Medi-Cal in Survey Data?

On Medi-Cal Admin Data
in Admin Data? No Yes Total:
No 37% 5% 42%
Yes 14% 44% 58%
Survey Data Total: 51% 49%
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Based on our earlier findi ngsl[bn Medi-Cal coverage, we hypothesized that the
discrepancy between the two data sources stems largely from the “ Edwards Hold” phenomenon,
in which Medi-Cal coverage for many leavers was automatically extended for a significant
period of time, when counties were confronted with large backlogs pending redetermination of
eligibility. Inthe study period, redetermination of eligibility was significantly delayed for alarge
number of cases due to difficulties encountered in implementing new Section 1931(b) Medi-Cal
eigibility rules. It ispossible that many of these families were not aware that their Medi-Cal
coverage had been continued after they left Cal WORKSs, and therefore would not report coverage
when interviewed. When we examined thisissue, we found that a higher percentage of the
Edwards cases indicated in the surveys that they were not covered by Medi-Cal, compared to the
non-Edwards cases. However, the difference was not as great as we had anticipated, which
indicates that discrepancy is not just associated with the “Edwards Hold” phenomenon.

We then examined the extent to which families recorded as enrolled in Medi-Cal in
administrative data— but not in survey data— were reporting that they were uninsured. At the 6-
month interview, we found that about 60 percent of respondentsin these families reported that
they and al of the children in the household were uninsured, compared to 40 percent who
reported that they and/or at least one of their children had private or other government health
insurance coverage. By thethird interview, the proportion of these respondents reporting that
they and al of the children in the household were uninsured had fallen to 33 percent, with the
number reporting private or other government health insurance coverage for themselves and/or at
least one of their children rising to 67 percent. Taken together, these findings suggest that a

small but significant number of respondents believed that they were uninsured when they and/or

! Gritz, et al., Welfare Recidivism and Use of Non-Cash Aid by Welfare Leaversin California (March 30, 2001), The
SPHERE Institute, report submitted to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Assistant Secretary for
Planning and Evaluation.
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their children were enrolled in Medi-Cal. However, this problem appears to have diminished
over time,
4.3  Employment and Earnings

We compare survey information on household earned income in the month prior to the
interview, with average monthly earnings recorded in the Unemployment Insurance Base Wage
File for the corresponding calendar quarter, summing earnings amounts across all adult members
of the exiting assistance unit. Monthly earnings levels are grouped into 4 categories: 0, $1-
1000, $1001-2000, and $2001 or more. Exhibits 4-4a through 4-4c present the joint frequency of
earnings levels recorded in the two data sources, for the three interview periods, respectively.

The exhibits indicate that the administrative data generally underreport the proportion of
households with earned income, with the degree of underreporting increasing over time. For
example, in the first interview period (Exhibit 4-5a), 32 percent have no earnings recorded in
administrative data, compared to 23 percent in survey data. By thethird interview period, only
12 percent of respondents report no household income, compared to 30 percent in administrative
data. Infact, by the time of the third interview, more than three quarters of households without
earnings recorded in administrative data report having earnings in the survey, with median
earnings of approximately $1,500 per month.

We can identify certain factors that probably account for the relatively high degree of
disagreement between survey and administrative earnings information sources. First, not al
earnings are required to be reported to the Ul system, and some earnings that are required to be
reported may be unreported or underreported. In addition, the composition of the current

household may differ from that of the original assistance unit. These findings point to the



Exhibit 4-4a
Leavers. Comparison of Survey and Administrative Earnings Data
At 6-Month Interview

Household Earnings from Survey DataEI
AU EarningE]from Admin Data
Admin Data $0 $1-1,000 $1,001-2,000 $2,001+ Total:
$0 12% 6% 11% 2% 32%
$1-1,000 6% 8% 8% 3% 26%
$1,001-2,000 3% 7% 13% 2% 24%
$2,001+ 2% 2% 9% 6% 19%
Survey Data Total: 23% 23% 41% 13% 100%

<9

2 Monthly household earnings reported in survey data.
3 Average monthly earnings in calendar quarter for adult members of exiting assistance unit.
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Exhibit 4-4b

Leavers. Comparison of Survey and Administrative Earnings Data
At 12-Month Interview

Household Earningsfrom Survey Data

AU Earningsfrom Admin Data
Admin Data $0 $1-1,000 $1,001-2,000 $2,001+ Total:
$0 9% 8% 8% 5% 30%
$1-1,000 5% 9% 8% 4% 26%
$1,001-2,000 2% % 15% 3% 27%
$2,001+ 1% 2% 8% 6% 17%
Survey Data Total: 17% 26% 39% 18% 100%

Exhibit 4-4c
Leavers. Comparison of Survey and Administrative Earnings Data
At 18-Month Interview
Household Earnings from Survey Data

AU Earningsfrom Admin Data
Admin Data $0 $1-1,000 $1,001-2,000 $2,001+ Total:
$0 7% 7% 12% 5% 31%
$1-1,000 3% 6% 8% 8% 25%
$1,001-2,000 1% 4% 16% 5% 26%
$2,001+ 1% 3% 7% % 18%
Survey Data Total: 12% 20% 43% 25% 100%




difficulty in obtaining information from administrative data sources about other adultsin the
household with members of the exiting assistance unit.
4.4  Summary and Conclusions

For the most part, our surveys were designed to provide information where thereis an
absence of administrative data. Nevertheless, existing administrative databases are the most
commonly used source of information on key measures such as earnings and use of public
assistance, and represent a more efficient way of obtaining such information than specially
designed surveys. Thus, it isimportant to assess the validity of administrative datain order to
better understand their limitations.

We found a high degree of agreement initially between the two types of data sourcesin
cash aid and Food Stamps receipt. Agreement declines over time, however, probably because of
changes in the composition of the household relative to the original CalWORK s assistance unit.
We conclude, therefore, that the usefulness of administrative data in measuring these outcomes
for leavers declines over time after exit.

We aso found that Ul earnings data accurately reflect the trend in post-exit median
earnings among leavers, but is less useful for characterizing the trend for the informally diverted,
probably because of the difficulty involved in identifying the appropriate members of the
diverted “assistance unit”. Ul earnings data also tend to underreport the proportion of
households with earnings. Thisis probably due to certain types of earnings not being reported to
the Ul system, and differences in the composition of the current household and the original
assistance unit.

Finally, we found arelatively wide area of divergence of agreement between the two data

sources in reporting Medi-Cal enrollment, in part because some survey respondents appear to be
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unaware that they and/or their children are enrolled. The Edwards Hold phenomenon plays a
small role, but asimilar result obtains among other categories of Medi-Cal coverage. We
conclude that counties may want to consider ways to make sure that leavers are aware of their

enrollment status when they remain enrolled in Medi-Cal after exit from CalWORKS.

68



5 PROFILING: ARE CHARACTERISTICSAT EXIT ASSOCIATED WITH POST -
EXIT MEASURES OF WELL-BEING?

In this chapter, we discuss the results of our effortsto derive a profile of leavers and
informally diverted families that are most likely to have problems after exit or diversion from the
CaWORKSs Program. In other words, how are afamily’s characteristics at exit (or diversion)
associated with post-exit measures of well-being? Such a profile should be useful in developing
targeting strategies designed to improve post-exit outcomes. To accomplish thistask, we
conducted a multivariate statistical analysis that allows us to determine to what degree particular
characteristics are associated with outcomes, after controlling for all other factorsincluded in the
analysis.

Using questions included in our surveys, we chose the following six outcome indicators,
using the second interview as the reference point:

CalWORKSs recidivism

Crowded housing

Income below 100 percent of the federal poverty guideline
Not employed (household has no earnings)

Food insecurity
No health insurance coverage for respondent or child

o~ E

In choosing the characteristics at exit to relate to these outcomes, we sel ected measures that
would be observable to county welfare department staff at the time of exit. We focus, therefore,
on measures that are derived (or similar to measures that could be derived) from information in
county CDS data. The specific characteristics we examined were primary language, ethnicity,
age of the case head, age of the youngest child in the assistance unit, cumulative previous time
on aid, number of children in the assistance unit, administrative reason for exit/diversion, and the

presence of earnings at exit.
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Our results for leavers are summarized in Exhibit 5-1, while results for the informally
diverted are presented in Exhibit 5-2. Table entries measure the estimated effect associated with
each characteristic, controlling for the other characteristics in the model .DA positive entry for a
particular characteristic indicates that a household with that trait is more likely to experience the
outcome under consideration, relative to the reference category for the characteristic group. For
example, Latino/Hispanic leavers are 18 percentage points more likely to go back on aid than
leavers who are non-Hispanic White (the reference category for the ethnicity characteristic), after
controlling for al the other variables (see Exhibit 5-1, column 1). The exhibits also use asterisks
to indicate which effects are estimated to be different from zero at standard confidence levels,
with one asterisk indicating statistical significance at the 90 percent confidence level and two
asterisks indicating the 95 percent confidence level.

51 Leavers

For leavers, our characteristics profile includes variables measuring (1) the respondent’s
primary language and ethnicity; (2) the number of months in the previous 5 yearsin which a
member of the exiting assistance unit received cash aid; (3) age of the case head, the age of the
youngest child, and the number of children in the exiting assistance unit; (4) the administrative
reason for exit; and (5) the presence of earnings by at least one adult in the assistance unit in the
quarter containing the exit month.

CalWORKSs Recidivism. As stated above, Latino/Hispanic leavers were much more
likely to go back on aid. It isinteresting to note that using Spanish as the primary language was
not found to be a statistically significant variable, suggesting that the finding on Latino/Hispanic
leavers probably is not attributable to the immigrant segment of this group. We aso found, not

surprisingly, that leavers who had earnings when they went off aid were less likely to go back on

! Technically, the table reports mean probability differences from a probit analysis of each outcome.
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Exhibit 5-1
Leavers: Profiling the Relationship Between Characteristics at Exit and Outcomes at Second | nterview
(Mean Probability Differences)

OUTCOMESAT 12-MONTH INTERVIEW

CaWORKs Crowded IncomeBelow NoEarned Food LacksHealth AtLeast 3

CHARACTERISTICSAT EXIT  Recidivism Housing Poverty Income I nsecurity Coverage Problems
Primary L anguage:

* Spanish -5% 6% 12% -9% 31%** 12% 4%

« English or Viethamese Ref.! Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Ethnicity:

» African-American 3% 5% 15%* 11%* -4% 2% -1%

» Latino/Hispanic 18%** 18%** 9% 4% -10% 6% 11%*

e Other (Primarily Asian) -4% 28%** 11% -5% -8% 2% 0%

e Non-Hispanic White Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Ageof Case Head

e 18-25years -6% 0% -3% -3% -6% 7% -8%

« 26-44years Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.

e 45+ years 8% 10% -1% 0% -18%** -17%** -3%
Age of Youngest Child

* O0-2years 3% 8% 8% 3% 4% 0% 6%

e 3-1lyears Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.

e 12+years -71% 2% 1% -3% 16%* 3% 3%
Timeon Aid in Previous5 Years:

s 37-60 months 2% 5% 4% -6% 1% 11%* 1%

e 13-36 months Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.

¢ 0-12 months 6% 21%** 0% 3% 2% -71% 0%
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Exhibit 5-1 (continued)
Leavers: Profiling the Relationship Between Characteristics at Exit and Outcomes at Second | nterview
(Mean Probability Differences)

OUTCOMESAT 12-MONTH INTERVIEW

CaWORKs Crowded IncomeBelow NoEarned Food LacksHealth At lLeast 3

CHARACTERISTICSAT EXIT  Recidivism Housing Poverty Income I nsecurity Coverage Problems
Number of Children:

.« 12 Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.

o 3+ -3% 33%** 13%* 5% 0% 5% 4%
Administrative Exit Reason:

* Failed ToProvidelnfo -1% 7% 3% 15%* -20%** -12% 0%

« Earnings -11%* -15%** -8% 4% -5% -71% -9%*

» Client Request/Non-coop -14%* -1% 0% 1% -10% 9% -1%

«  Other Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Earningsin Exit Quarter -21%** -2% -12%* -13%** -1% -7% -20% **

'Reference category. (Other valuesin the characteristic group are relative to this characteristic.)
> The“Other” category of administrative reason for exit includes those who | eft aid for certain identifiable reasons such as not having an eligible
child in the home, or having excessive assets or unearned income. It also includes cases for which we could not identify avalid reason for exit.

The “Other” category includes approximately 25 percent of all leavers.

* Statistically significant at the 10% level.
** Statistically significant at the 5% level.
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Exhibit 5-2

Informally Diverted: Profiling the Relationship Between Characteristics at Denial and Outcomes at Second I nterview
(Mean Probability Differences)

OUTCOMESAT 12-MONTH INTERVIEW

CaWORKs Crowded IncomeBelow NoEarned Food LacksHealth At lLeast 3

CHARACTERISTICSAT EXIT Receipt Housing Poverty Income I nsecurity Coverage Problems
Primary L anguage:

e Spanish -33%* 78%** 48%** 18% 31% 8% 35%

« English Ref.! Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Age of Youngest Child

* O0-2years 28% 21% -23% 8% -20% -17% -11%

e 3+years Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Timeon Aid:

* NoPrior Aid Receipt -51%** 69%** 33%* -21% 3% 0% -14%

e Prior Aid Rece|pt Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Number of Children:

.« 12 Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.

o 3+ -4% 78%** 25% -11% 32% -29% -16%
Administrative Denial Reason:

» Failed To Comply 21% 21% 56%** 51%* 20% -16% 76%**

» Failed To Complete App 20% 48%** 46%** 17% 25% -17% 39%**

+  Withdrew Application Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Earningsin Exit Quarter -7% -37%* -14% -4% -17% -33%* -21%

'Reference category. (Other valuesin the characteristic group are relative to this characteristic.)

*Statistically significant at the 10% level.
** Statistically significant at the 5% level.
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aid. Finally, wefound that leavers who left the program due to excessive earnings or client
reguest/non-cooperation were less likely to be recidivists than those who left the program
because they didn’t submit the required eligibility forms.

Crowded Housing. Not surprisingly, respondents with a large number of children were
much more likely to indicate that they were living in crowded housing conditions at the time of
the second interview. Familiesin the “Other” (primarily Asian) ethnic category were also much
more likely to be living in crowded housing conditions, as were Latino/Hispanic families and
families with 0-12 months on cash aid in the previous 5 years. Respondents who left aid due to
earnings were less likely to live in crowded housing conditions, although earnings in the quarter
of exit was not a statistically significant variable.

Income Below Poverty Level. Households with three or more children were more likely
to be below the poverty level. African-American respondents were a'so more likely, although
the statistical level of significance was borderline. Aswould be expected, households with
earnings at exit were less likely to be below the poverty level at the time of the second interview.
It isinteresting to note that long-term recipients of aid were not significantly more likely to bein
poverty.

Household With No Earnings (Employment). Households that were categorized as
leaving aid because they did not submit the required eligibility information to continue in the
program were more likely to have no earnings at the time of the second interview. African-
American respondents were also more likely to have no household earnings, although the
statistical level of significance of this variable was borderline. Again, we see the expected

relationship between earnings at exit and earnings at the time of the second interview. Similar to
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the finding on household income relative to poverty, we found that long-term recipients of aid
were not more likely to be unemployed at the time of the second interview.

Food Insecurity. Leaverswhose primary language is Spanish were much more likely to
experience food insecurity at the time of the second interview. We note that this was not the
case for Latino/Hispanic leavers (when controlling for all the other variables, including Spanish
as the primary language). Families with older children were also more likely to experience food
insecurity. Cases headed by older adults and cases that were categorized as |eaving aid because
they didn’t provide the required information to continue eligibility were less likely to experience
food insecurity. It issomewhat surprising that households with earnings when exiting from
CaWORKswere not less likely to experience food insecurity, even though we saw the expected
relationships with subsequent poverty and employment as discussed above.

Lack of Health Insurance Coverage. Long-term recipients were less likely to have
health insurance coverage at the time of the second interview. Cases headed by older adults
were more likely to have health coverage. We note that these results do not appear to be
explained by recidivism (that is, leavers going back on CalWORKSs, where they would be
covered through Medi-Cal).

Families Experiencing At Least Three of the Six Problems. Thisindex permits usto
determine whether any characteristics are associated with encountering a broader array of
problems. Not surprisingly, those leavers who had earnings when they left CalWORK s and,
additionally, those who were categorized as | eaving the program because of earnings were less
likely to experience at |east three of the problems at the time of the second interview. We aso

found that Latino/Hispanic families were more likely to experience at |east three of the problems.
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Specifically, they were 11 percentage points more likely to subsequently experience this array of
problems than were families categorized as White, after controlling for the other variables.
5.2 Informally Diverted Families

For informally diverted families, our characteristics profile includes variables measuring
(1) the respondent’ s primary language; (2) whether any member of the exiting assistance unit
ever received cash aid in the previous 60 months; (3) age of the youngest child and the number
of children in the exiting assistance unit; (4) the administrative reason for denia of the cash aid
application; and (5) the presence of earnings by at least one adult in the assistance unit in the
guarter containing the exit month. We note that we examined fewer characteristics of informally
diverted families because of the smaller number of respondents in this subgroup.

Subsequent Enrollment in CalWORKSs. As might be expected, we found that diverted
applicants who had not been on aid prior to diversion were much less likely to be on aid at the
time of the second interview, compared to those who had previously been on aid. Also, diverted
applicants whose primary language is Spanish were less likely to subsequently enroll in
CaWORKSs, even though (as discussed below) these households were more likely to bein
poverty. We could speculate that the language barrier played arole in discouraging these
individuals from applying for aid. It isaso possible that some of these applicants were
undocumented immigrants (perhaps with citizen children) whose circumstances may have played
arolein preventing or discouraging re-application for the program.

Crowded Housing. As expected, we found that applicants with more children were much
more likely to subsequently live in crowded housing conditions and those with earnings at the
time of diversion were less likely to live in such conditions. Unlike the leavers, diverted

applicants whose primary language is Spanish were much more likely to live in crowded housing
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at the time of the second interview. More surprising is the finding that diverted applicants who
had not been on aid previously were much more likely to live in crowded housing.

Income Below Poverty Level. Diverted applicants whose primary language is Spanish,
with no prior history of aid receipt, and with arelatively large number of children were much
more likely to be below the poverty level at the time of the second interview. Thiswas also the
case for those who were diverted because they did not comply with the application process
requirements or did not complete the application, as opposed to those who formally withdrew
their applications. It is somewhat surprising that — unlike the leavers — diverted families with
very young children were less likely to subsequently be living in poverty.

Household With No Earnings (Employment). In this case, only one variable was found
to be statistically significant: Persons who were diverted because they did not comply with the
application process requirements were more likely to have no earnings at the time of the second
interview.

Food I nsecurity. Aswas the case for the leavers, diverted applicants whose primary
language is Spanish were more likely to experience food insecurity at the time of the second
interview. Unlike the leavers, diverted families with arelatively high number of children were
more likely to experience food insecurity. We aso found that families with a very young child
were less likely to subsequently experience food insecurity. We note, however, that none of
these relationships were statistically significant at standard confidence levels.

Lack of Health Insurance Coverage. As might be expected, diverted applicants who
had earnings at the time of their diversion were more likely to have health insurance coverage

(for themselves and their children) at the time of the second interview.
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Families Experiencing At Least Three of the Six Problems. First of al, we note that
about one in four diverted applicants experienced at least three of the six problems at the time of
the second interview. We found that applicants who were diverted by reason of not complying
with application process requirements or not completing the application, as opposed to those who
voluntarily withdrew their applications, were much more likely to experience at |least three of the
six problems. We also found that diverted applicants whose primary language is Spanish were
more likely to experience at least three of the six problems, although this relationship was not
statistically significant at standard confidence levels.

53  Conclusions

Policy makers and program administrators can use these profilesin a variety of ways,
depending on their objectives. If the focusis on preventing CalWORK S recipients from
returning to aid, for example, the analysis indicates that particular attention should be given
leavers who do not have earnings at exit and who do not formally exit due to excessive earnings
or client request.

Taking a broader perspective, the index that encompasses at |east three of the six problem
areasisthe best indicator of familiesthat are likely to face severe problems after leaving, or
being diverted from, the Cal WORK s Program. The findings suggest that the best predictors of
such problems among the leavers are an absence of earnings at exit from the program (and,
similarly, leaving the program for some reason other than earnings or client request) and
Latino/Hispanic ethnicity. The finding related to earnings is not surprising. Of more interest is
the finding on Latino/Hispanic ethnicity, as opposed to other disadvantaged minorities where we
might also have expected similar findings. It isalso interesting to note that many of the

characteristics that we might have expected to be good predictors of encountering problemsin
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the future did not prove to be so. For example, while long-term recipients were more likely to
subsequently encounter three or more problems, the differences were relatively small and not
statistically significant.

For the informally diverted applicants, the best predictors of subsequently encountering
three or more problems are being denied for not complying with the application process or not
completing the application (as opposed to voluntarily withdrawing the application), and to a
lesser extent having Spanish as the primary language. These findings, moreover, were more
pronounced than the findings discussed above for the leavers. They also have important policy
implications, suggesting the need to review the intake process to ensure that applicants are not
discouraged from completing their applications and that non-English speaking persons, in

particular, have the materials needed to understand the application and eligibility procedures.

79



80



6 RECEIPT OF HOUSING ASSISTANCE

In this chapter, we examine two groups of recipients of housing assistance — those
families in our population of CalWORK s |leavers who were receiving housing assistance in
January 1999, and other members of the population of families with children that received
housing assistance in San Mateo and Santa Clara counties in January 1999. We will refer to
these as the “housing leaver” and *“housing assistance” groups, respectively. It isimportant to
note that the housing assistance group includes a mixture of current and former CdWORKs
recipients, aswell asfamiliesthat have never been on Cl WORKSs. However, by construction
there is no overlap between the housing leaver and housing assistance group. We also present
outcomes for the group of leavers who were not receiving housing assistance when they left cash
aid (“non-housing leavers’). The main purpose of this chapter isto assess the role that the
receipt of housing assistance may play in improving post-exit outcomes for Cal WORKSss |eavers.
6.1  Demographic Characteristics

Of the 2,371 familiesin our leaver population, 444 families (19 percent) were receiving
housing assistance when they left Cd WORKSs. Exhibit 6-1 shows the principal demographic
characteristics of the housing leavers, the non-housing leavers, and the housing population
(which includes a mixture of families on CdWORKSs, formerly on CdlWORKSs, and never on
CaWORKS). When drawing comparisons between the housing and non-housing leavers, we
note the following demographic differences:

* Housing leavers are more likely to belong to a minority ethnic group. However,
members of the two leaver groups are equally likely to speak English.

» Housing leaverstend to have more extensive histories of aid use. Eight in ten

housing leavers had been on aid at least three of the previousfive years, compared
to about six in ten non-housing leavers.
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Exhibit 6-1
Demographic Characteristics
Frequency (%) Tabulations
Housing Non-Housing
Leavers Leavers

Number of Familiesin Population 444 1927
Ethnicity

«  White 18% 29%

e Hispanic 46 42

+  Black 17 9

e Vietnamese 14 12

e Other 5 8
Language

* Engdlish 76% T7%

e Spanish 8 9

e Vietnamese 14 10

*  Other 2 4
Monthson Aid in Previous5 Years

« 0 0% 0%

e 112 6 17

 13-36 13 26

e 3760 81 57
Number of Children

e 1 38% 48%

e 2 30 30

e 3+ 32 22
Age of Youngest Child

e 02 26% 37%

« 35 21 27

« 611 32 22

o 12+ 21 14
Age of Case Head

e 16-21 9% 14%

e 2229 20 33

 30-39 39 34

o 40+ 32 19
Highest Grade Completed

e 038 12% 13%

e 011 39 35

e 12 29 24

o 13+ 20 28
HS Diploma or GED

* Yes 68% 63%

* No 32 37

Housing
Population
6475

13%

38

19
N/A

3

62%

12
21

19%

17
58

43%
25
32

18%
19
36
27

1%
10
41
48

24%
37
27
12

49%
51

Y Includes Vietnamese.
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Exhibit 6-2
Household Structure
Frequency (%) Tabulations

6 Months 12 Months 18 Months
Housing Leavers

e Not Living With Kids 4 7 1
e One-parent 52 52 45
e Two-parent 4 16 20
* Extended Family 40 24 33
e Multi-family 0 1 1
Non-Housing L eavers
* Not Living With Kids 6 3 1
¢ One-parent 27 30 16
e Two-parent 15 16 18
* Extended Family 44 37 49
e Multi-family 8 14 16
Housing Assistance
* Not Living With Kids 7 9 N/A
e One-parent 52 48 N/A
e Two-parent 23 25 N/A
* Extended Family 18 18 N/A
o Multi-family 0 0 N/A

* Housing leavers tend to have more children in the assistance unit. Housing
leavers also tend to be older, and to have older children in the assistance unit.

* Housing and non-housing leavers have comparable levels of educational
attainment.

Relative to the two leaver groups, the housing assistance group is characterized by a
larger proportion of families where the respondent does not speak English primarily, older
household heads, and lower levels of education. While this group includes families that have
never been on CWORKS, it also includes alarge number of families that have been long-term
recipients of welfare.

Exhibit 6-2 reports the household structure for the three groups. Non-housing leavers are

far more likely to be in extended-family or multi-family households, and far lesslikely to be in
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single-parent households, compared to the other groups. In particular, the fraction of non-
housing leavers in multi-family households doubled from 8 to 16 percent from the first to third
interview period, while amost no members of the housing leaver and housing assi stance groups
were in such households. Thisfinding pointsto the role of housing assistance in reducing the
need for low-income families to “double up.” It will be important to bear in mind the differences
in household structure when we examine household employment and earnings outcomes later in
this chapter. Because non-housing leaver households tend to include more adults, in the absence
of other factors these households will tend to include more employed adults.

6.2  Changesin Circumstances From First to Third Interview

The remaining exhibits in this chapter show the changes in selected measures of family
circumstances at the 6-month, 12-month, and 18-month survey interviews. (We note that for the
housing assi stance group, an 18-month survey was not administered.)

Exhibit 6-3 shows the percentage of households in the three groups that were in the
CaWORKSs Program at each interview stage. At third interview, we see that 23 percent of the
housing leavers and 18 percent of the non-housing leavers had returned to CdlAWORKS. The
higher recidivism rate among the housing leavers may be related to the finding, noted above, that
the housing leavers appeared to be more disadvantaged with respect to their demographic
characteristics.

Exhibits 6-4 and 6-5 report employment and earnings data for the survey respondents.
Exhibit 6-4 shows that in all groups, most respondents were either employed at the time of the

interview or were recently employed. The exhibit also shows a significant increase, over the



Exhibit 6-3
Percentage of Households Receiving CdWORK s
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Exhibit 6-4
Respondent’s Work Activity
Frequency (%) Tabulations

6 Months 12 Months 18 Months

Housing Leavers

* Not Recently Employed 3 6 8
* Recently Employed 34 32 22
e Currently PT 29 10 6
» Currently FT 34 52 64
Non-Housing L eavers
* Not Recently Employed 3 5 3
* Recently Employed 41 34 39
* Currently PT 13 13 10
e Currently FT 43 48 48
Housing Assistance
* Not Recently Employed 8 16 N/A
* Recently Employed 31 28 N/A
e Currently PT 7 2 N/A
e Currently FT 54 54 N/A
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Exhibit 6-5
Median Hourly Wage Among Employed Respondents
$12
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o 387
&
=
> $6
3
T
$4
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$0
Housing L eavers Non-Housing L eavers Housing Assistance
[16 Months B2 12 Months M 18 Months |

course of the interviews, in the percentage of housing leavers who were employed on afull-time
basis. Exhibit 6-5 shows atrend toward higher median wages (among the employed
respondents) for each of the survey groups, with wages somewhat higher for the non-housing
leavers relative to the housing leavers, but lower than the housing assistance group.

Exhibit 6-6 shows the percentage of households with earnings. We see ahigh level of
employment activity and an increasing trend for all three groups, particularly for the housing
population. We aso generally see adlightly higher proportion of non-housing leavers with
earnings, relative to the leavers receiving housing assistance, which is related to the earlier
finding that non-housing leavers tend to include more adults (and are therefore more likely to

include an employed adult).
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Exhibit 6-6
Survey Data: Percentage of Households with Earnings
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Exhibit 6-7 shows the median monthly household earnings, among those households with
earnings. Housing leavers have relatively low earnings levels, which again is related to the
finding that these households tend to contain fewer adults than households in the non-housing
leaver group. We do see a marked increase in earnings by the housing leavers at the second and
third interviews, which is probably related to our earlier finding that showed an increase in full-
time employment. Earnings for the non-housing leavers a so increased, but not until the third
interview.

Exhibit 6-8 shifts the focus from earnings to total household income. As we would
expect, the patterns are similar to what we found when examining earnings. Thisis also the case
for household income relative to the federal poverty level, as shown in Exhibit 6-9. Thisisthe
most comprehensive measure of income, and it is clear that alarge number of housing leavers

had very low incomes at the first interview period. On abrighter note, we can see significant
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Median Household Ear nings

Exhibit 6-7
Survey Data: Median Monthly Household Earnings
Among Households with Earnings

Housing L eavers Non-Housing L eavers Housing Assistance

[0 6 Months E 12 Months Il 18 Months

Household | ncome

Exhibit 6-8
Median Monthly Household Income
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Exhibit 6-9
Median Household Income Relative to Federal Poverty Level
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improvement among all three survey groups, particularly among the housing leavers between the
first and second interviews.

Exhibit 6-10 provides amore detailed picture of income relative to the poverty level, by
showing how the households are distributed along the income scale. As suggested by the
preceding exhibit, we can see the high percentage of very poor families in the housing leavers
group at the 6-month interview, followed by significant improvement at the 12-month and 18-
month interviews. In contrast, the housing population group began with higher incomes and,
while the median increased at the 12-month interview, there was a corresponding increase in the
percentage of very poor families.

Exhibit 6-11 shows the percentage of families receiving housing assistance at each

interview and the trends in our three measures related to housing conditions. substandard
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Exhibit 6-10
Household Income Relative to Federal Poverty Level (FPL)
Frequency (%) Tabulations
6 Months 12 Months 18 Months

Housing Leavers

¢ LessThan 70% of FPL 57 28 15

e 71to 100% 13 21 35

e 101 to 130% 24 24 22

e 131to185% 6 17 13

e 186 to 250% 0 2 11

* Morethan 250% 0 8 4
Non-Housing L eavers

¢ LessThan 70% of FPL 24 24 19

e 71to 100% 29 20 20

e 101 to 130% 13 21 18

e 131to 185% 16 18 21

e 186 to 250% 11 10 13

* Morethan 250% 7 7 9
Housing Assistance

e LessThan 70% of FPL 13 20 N/A

e 71to100% 23 18 N/A

e 101 to 130% 33 12 N/A

e 131to185% 16 36 N/A

e 186 to 250% 8 5 N/A

* Morethan 250% 7 9 N/A

Bl

housing, crowded housing, and excessive rent burden.™ Generally, the housing groups were less
likely to be living in substandard housing than were the non-housing leavers. The differences
were most significant between the housing and non-housing leavers, although this relationship
did not hold at the 12-month interview. We can hypothesize that housing assistance (whichis
not included in the income totals shown in Exhibits 6-8 through 6-10) more than compensates for

the lower incomes of the housing leavers, enabling these families to obtain better housing,

compared to leavers who did not receive such assistance.

2 Substandard housing: Housing is considered substandard if the respondent reported one or more of these
conditions. (1) aleaky roof or ceiling; (2) atoilet, hot water heater, or other plumbing that does not work; or (3)
rats, mice, roaches, or other insects. Crowded housing: Housing conditions are defined as crowded if the ratio of
household members to rooms (excluding bathrooms) is greater than one. Excessiverent: Rent is“excessive’ if itis
more than 50 percent of household income.
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Exhibit 6-11
Housing Outcomes
Frequency (%) Tabulations

6 Months 12 Months 18 Months
Housing Leavers

¢ Receives Housing Assistance 96 85 84
»  Sub-standard Housing 13 25 14
* Excessive Rent Burden 37 22 21
*  Crowded Housing Conditions 38 18 20
Non-Housing L eavers
* Receives Housing Assistance 9 8 11
*  Sub-standard Housing 34 22 30
* Excessive Rent Burden 27 23 20
¢ Crowded Housing Conditions 40 37 31
Housing Assistance
* Receives Housing Assistance 91 92 N/A
*  Sub-standard Housing 21 18 N/A
»  Excessive Rent Burden 27 13 N/A
» Crowded Housing Conditions 11 11 N/A

As shown earlier in Exhibit 6-2, the non-housing leaver group had the highest proportion
of familiesin extended- or multi-family living arrangements. This helpsto explain why non-
housing leavers were more likely to be living in crowded housing conditions, as Exhibit 6-11
shows. The exhibit also shows a significant reduction, between the first and second interviews,
in the percentage of housing leaversliving in crowded housing conditions.

At thefirst interview, housing leavers were the most likely to be paying rent that was
excessive (that is, more than 50 percent of their household income). Thiswaslargely areflection
of their relatively low income levels. The percentage dropped significantly at the second and
third interviews, however, to the point where there was little difference with the non-housing
leavers. Thisimprovement occurred despite the fact that the interviews were conducted during a

time when rents were increasing significantly in the study counties.
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6.3  Conclusions

The comparison between the housing and non-housing leaversis particularly instructive
because it controlsfor prior receipt of welfare (CalWORKS). We found that the housing leavers
had relatively low incomesiinitially (which is probably related to their eligibility for housing
assistance) but managed to increase their incomes significantly between the first and second
interviews. Thisincrease appeared to be related to a shift from part-time to full-time
employment. We also saw some improvement in the incidence of crowded housing and rent
burdens. While there was no trend toward improvement in housing quality, the housing leavers
were less likely to report living in substandard housing than were the non-housing leavers.

These better outcomes may be related to the provision of housing assistance. We found
some evidence of a positive relationship between housing assistance and housing quality. This,
in turn, may beindirectly related to other measures of family well-being and the ability to
increase work activity. That is, by improving housing conditions, housing assistance may have

hel ped some welfare leavers to increase their work activity.
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7 CONCLUSION

Following up on our 12-Month Report, where we covered the families circumstances at
exit (or diversion) and at the first interview, this report focuses on the changes in circumstances
between the first and the third interviews. In general, the overall picture is encouraging. For
each of our main survey groups — one-parent and two-parent leavers and informally diverted
families — circumstances in our selected measures improved more often than where they got
worse. Duelargely to increasesin the median level of earnings, household income relative to the
poverty level increased significantly, with the median moving from below the poverty level at
the first interview to above that benchmark at the third interview. Enrollment in CalWORK's
(recidivism in the case of the leavers) declined somewhat for each of the survey groups. Other
positive trends included a decline in the incidence of reported substance abuse and, for one-
parent and informally diverted families, improvement in housing conditions.

At the same time, we found some areas of concern. While recidivism declined, about 20
percent of the leavers were back on aid at the time of the third interview, and 20 percent of the
informally diverted families were also on CalWORKSs. Even though the median household
income for each of the survey groups was above the poverty level at the time of third interview,
amost 20 percent of the families were very poor (defined as below 70 percent of the poverty
level). In spite of their low incomes, most of these families were not on CalWORKSs at that time.
Further research on the circumstances of these very poor families would be warranted.

While there was improvement in awareness of the Earned Income Tax Credit, a
significant number of respondents indicated at the third interview that they were not aware of
this benefit. This was the case even among households with earnings, where one-third of the

leavers and one-half of the informally diverted respondents had not heard of the tax credit. This
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suggests the need for policies to facilitate the provision of information about this benefit, not
only for families on CalWORK s but also for applicants who are diverted from the program.

In our assessment of the usefulness of administrative data sources to collect information
on welfare leavers and informally diverted applicants, we found that the accuracy of
administrative datain reporting the use of cash aid and Food Stamps declines over time,
probably because of changes in the composition of the household relative to the original
CaWORK s assistance unit. In reviewing Medi-Cal enrollment, we found a wider area of
disagreement between the types of data sources. It appeared that a small but significant number
of survey respondents were unaware that they were enrolled in Medi-Cal. We also found that
administrative data accurately reflected the post-exit trend in median earnings among leavers and
theinformally diverted, but are less useful to measure the level of earnings. We found that
administrative data tend to underreport the proportion of households with earnings, probably due
to certain types of earnings not being reported to the Ul system, and differencesin the
composition of the current household and the original exiting or diverted cash aid assistance unit.

In our work on developing profiles of families likely to face problems after leaving, or
being diverted from, the Cl WORK s Program, we found that the best predictors (of facing severe
problems) for the leavers are an absence of earnings at exit and Latino/Hispanic ethnicity. This
finding would provide a basis for incorporating these characteristics into preventive policies,
such as targeted post-assistance (or post-employment) support services.

For the informally diverted families, we found that applicants who were diverted by
reason of not complying with application process requirements or not completing the application,
as opposed to those who voluntarily withdrew their applications, were much more likely to

experience at least three of the six problems. We also found that diverted applicants whose
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primary language is Spanish were more likely to experience at least three of the six problems,
although this relationship was not statistically significant at standard confidence levels.
Eligibility workers could use these characteristics as flags to ensure that these applicants are
aware of all types of aid and services that they might need and that would be available to them.
Similarly, it isimportant to ensure that non-English speaking applicants, in particular, understand
the CalWORKSs dligibility rules and procedures so that they are not diverted from aid because of
language barriers or other administrative obstacles.

Finally, some of the findings in our analysis of housing assistance suggest that the
housing subsidies may have led to positive outcomes. Leavers who received housing assistance,
for example, were less likely to report living in substandard housing than were the non-housing
leavers. We also found that the housing leavers increased their incomes significantly between
the first and second interviews, which appeared to be due to a shift from part-time to full-time
employment. Whileit isnot clear that the housing subsidies had a causal effect, we
hypothesized that housing assistance leads to better housing quality which, in turn, may be

related to the ability to increase work activity.
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